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Approximately three-fourths of young adults in college hook up at least once by their 
senior year (i.e., engage in a casual sexual encounter outside the context of a committed 
relationship). There are important gender differences which may inform how men and women 
conceptualize hooking up. Men and women may have diff rent predictors of interest, 
expectations of sex, or attitudes toward sex. These g nder differences are likely culturally 
constructed by the sexual double standard and traditional sexual scripts which project men to be 
the aggressive sexual initiators who want sex all the time, and women to be passive gatekeepers 
who desire sex only within an emotional relationship. However, these sexual roles and scripts 
may not hold true for all men and women.  
In previous research, men have suggested that their lev l of interest in a potential partner 
(short-term verses long-term) is influenced by the amount of “respect” they have for their 
potential partner. In these preliminary findings, men report being more likely to have long-term 
interest in women who do not have sex with them on the first few encounters because it fosters 
respect. Additionally, men report they would not push women that they respect to have sex if 
they indicated refusal. Women realize this issue of respect and have learned to withhold certain 
sexual activity if they have long-term interest in he man. These levels of interest may influence 
how men negotiate sex which, in turn, influences consent cues.  
Men’s ability to interpret consent cues and disregad refusal based on levels of interest is 
a concept that has not been explored thoroughly in the literature, especially from the perspective 
of both genders. The current study will examine how levels of interest influence sexual decision-





consent negotiation, as well as by collecting additional open-ended narratives from college 
students to contribute to two separate manuscripts. Ba ed on the gender differences in 
conceptualizations of hooking up, it is hypothesized that levels of interest will influence sexual 
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 According to the Online College Social Life Survey (OCSLS), 72 % of young adults in 
college have engaged in at least one instance of sexual behavior outside of a committed 
relationship by their senior year (Hamilton & Armstrong, 2009), which is frequently referred to 
as “hooking up” (Bogle, 2008; Garcia, Reiber, Massey, & Merriwether, 2012). A clear, concise 
definition, or conceptualization, of hooking up is lacking in the peer-reviewed literature. 
Researchers have more often pointed to the variations in the definitions of hooking up and have 
less often been able to agree on one explanation regarding what it means to hookup.  For 
example, some college students have indicated that hooking up means engaging in vaginal-penile 
sex and for others it means engaging in sexual behavior other than intercourse, such as kissing, 
manual sex, or oral sex (Reiber & Garcia, 2010). The definition of hooking up may also vary 
according to who an individual is sharing information with regarding their hookup behaviors 
(Bogle, 2008). As such, a consistent definition has yet to be achieved in the current literature.  
The concept of hooking up has become less defined by the type of sexual behaviors 
involved and more defined by the context of the relationship among the individuals engaging in 
the sexual activity. That is, hookups seem to be embodied by uncommitted (i.e., the individuals 
engaged in the sexual activity are not involved in a “romantic” or “exclusive” relationship) or 
spontaneous (i.e., two individuals meet at a social gathering and end up engaging in sexual 
activity) sexual activities (Garcia et al., 2012). Within hookups, researchers have documented 
differences between men and women regarding expectations of sex, attitudes toward sex, sexual 





Gender Differences in Hooking up 
 There are important gender differences which inform how men and women 
conceptualize hooking up. Uncommitted sex is a solution for the needs of both men and women 
in college. Hamilton and Armstrong (2009) suggest tha hooking up is so prevalent for college 
women because it is a socially acceptable time for women to “be selfish” (p. 602), experiment 
with their sexuality, and delay marriage and a family to prioritize developing their career. 
College men indicate they participate in hooking up because it supports their desire for many 
casual sexual partners without having to commit to a r mantic relationship (Bogle, 2008). 
However, Garcia and Reiber (2008) state that both men and women engage in hooking up for 
both recreational reasons (i.e., sex is fun) as well as to find a romantic relationship partner. 
Though both men and women hook up for the purpose of physical pleasure and relationships, 
there may be important gender differences, which may inform how men and women 
conceptualize hooking up. 
Predictors of choosing a romantic or sexual partner vary by gender before a potential 
hookup occurs. Men report physical appearance as the only predictor of interest whereas women 
report a wider variety of criteria including facial attractiveness, vocal attractiveness, height, 
openness to experience, and a more extroverted personality taken into account when choosing a 
potential romantic of sexual partner (Asendorpf, Penke, & Back, 2011; McCabe, Tanner, & 
Heiman, 2009). Evolutionary theorists credit these differences to biologically-programmed 
sexual strategies. That is, men only consider sexual attr ctiveness when it comes to selecting a 





their reproductive output. Alternatively, women consider a wider variety of criteria in regard to 
partner attractiveness as women need to be more selectiv  when it comes to mating in order to 
ensure that their offspring will be genetically superior (Buss, 1998). However, in contemporary 
culture where contraceptive methods can ensure that every sexual encounter does not result in 
pregnancy, reproduction is not the single most important goal; instead pleasure or other 
outcomes may be (Garcia et al., 2012). As such, men and women may not universally search for 
the same characteristics when selecting a partner for a relationship or sex. For example, Bogle 
(2008) contradicts these gendered predictors of interes  by indicating both men and women value 
physical attractiveness but only men discuss incorporating status criteria in addition to 
attractiveness (i.e., membership in a greek organization or athletic team) whereas other criteria 
did not affect women’s decisions to hookup. 
Gender Differences in Expectations of Sex 
Commonly reported gendered expectations of sex strongly align with the previously 
mentioned predictors of interest. For example, men indicate they participate in hooking up 
because it supports their desire for many casual sexual partners and women indicate participation 
in hooking up as a means to facilitate long-term comitted relationships (Bogle, 2008). ). 
Though, according to the OCSLS, nearly as many women as men report wanting to hook up 
without searching for something more (Hamilton & Armstrong, 2009).  
 According to Bogle (2008), men and women agree that the “college experience” includes 
sexual experimentation, which generally results in college students participating in hookups. 





partners during their freshman year of college, but by sophomore year, women’s attitudes shift. 
In the college environment, women’s reputations are negatively impacted by their increased 
number of sexual partners. Thus, by sophomore year,women begin to seek out ways in which 
they can avoid increasing their number of sexual partners by attempting to engaging in hookups 
with the same partner either via “friends with benefits,” “booty calls,” or romantic partnerships.  
Alternatively, men are not held to the same standard. In fact, men’s reputations increase as they 
increase their number of sexual partners. Thus, men tend to have less discretion in regard to their 
hookup behaviors, whereas women begin to monitor thei hookups in an attempt to keep their 
number of partners low. Women discuss becoming unsatisfied with repeatedly hooking up in the 
absence of commitment (which could be a result of actually feeling unsatisfied or could be feels 
of dissatisfaction socially constructed because their reputations are at stake) and often try to use 
sex as a bargaining chip to evolve their relationship to exclusivity. Some women report 
delivering an ultimatum to their consistent male partners in order to achieve a committed 
relationship (i.e., “we are not hooking up again until you are my boyfriend”) but become upset 
when men move on to other  hookup partners. Because women need to have some consistent 
relationship to engage in sexual behavior without increasing their number of sexual partners and 
men do not, men gain power within the sexual college atmosphere. Men’s power position results 
in women having to wait for men to make the decision  about the extent to which a relationship 
becomes exclusive or intimate (Bogle, 2008).  
Another reason we see gender differences in expectations towards hooking up (i.e., 





reproductive time line. Women report hooking up as a freshman in college without necessarily 
wanting a relationship from it, but by the time they are sophomores, their motivations of hooking 
up evolve into a means of finding a long-term relationship. Women’s motivations shift because 
they want to protect their sexual reputations as well as stay on track in regards to their arbitrary 
reproductive timelines (Bogle, 2008). According to B gle (2008), men hookup in order to 
“experience” and “have fun;” women too want to gain experience, but women are also expected 
to find a partner to get into a long-term, committed r lationship with (i.e., marriage) in order to 
adhere to a presupposed timetable (i.e., hooking up turns into a romantic relationship, which 
turns into engagement and marriage–women perceive that this needs to occur by the time college 
is over so that they can get pregnant before gettin too old; Bogle, 2008). However, Garcia and 
Reiber (2008) report that both men and women hook up for pleasure and relationships: 89% of 
men and women report that they hooked up for the purpose of physical pleasure and 54% 
reported potential development of emotional relationships as a motivation. It may appear that 
there are different expectations in hooking up, but those expectations may actually stem from 
different expectations of expression of sexuality (i.e., men can have many hookup partners but 
women are deemed “slutty” if they have many partners). 
  Taken together, these sets of expectations (i.e., m n hookup for recreation, women 
hookup to find long term partnerships because they want to avoid negative reputations and want 
to get married) result in a power differential in the contemporary college environment. The 
power differential perpetuates women conforming to men’s expected sex roles (i.e. men make 





Gender Differences in Attitudes toward Sex 
 Although hooking up literature seems to suggest otherwise, relationships may not be the 
expectation of hooking up for all women. The concept of sociosexuality was constructed to 
assess preferences of and attitudes toward casual sex s well as sexual behaviors and desires 
(Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). Sociosexuality has been assessed by the Sociosexual Orientation 
Inventory (SOI). The measure dictates those who score lower on the scale will be considered an 
individual with restricted sociosexual orientation, meaning such individuals prefer to engage in 
long-term relationships and desire commitment and emotional closeness alongside physical 
closeness. Oppositely, those with higher scores will be considered an individual with 
unrestricted sociosexual orientation. They feel comfortable engaging in casual sexually 
permissive behavior without emotional closeness or being in a committed relationship (Simpson 
& Gangestad, 1991).  
As traditional gender roles and previously mentioned expectations of sex suggest, in 
general, more men align with unrestricted sociosexuality than women, who are more restricted. 
However, there is more variance within groups of men and women than the difference between 
the genders (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991) indicating that some women are more unrestricted and 
enjoy casual sex and some men may prefer commitment and relationships. These gender 
differences may be the preferences of some individuals but Hamilton and Armstrong (2009) 
“believe that widely shared beliefs about gender difference contribute more to gender inequality 





Though evolutionary scripts suggest men expect many uncommitted partners and women 
expect emotional commitment from sex, Olmstead, and colleagues (2013) suggest that gendered 
expectations of sex are more complex than evolutionary theorists conclude. In their study of 
college-aged men, they found three distinct groups reflecting different attitudes toward sex 
verses relationships. They labeled the first group the Committers because they described sex as a 
meaningful act only done in the context of a committed relationship. The second group was 
named the Recreationers because they conceptualized sex as a recreational activity with no 
meaning. The final group was named the Fl xibles because they described sex as potentially 
meaningful but it did not always have to be. The thr e groups of men suggest that men vary in 
their expectations for sex. 
McCabe and colleagues (2009) agree that when it comes to meaning and value placed on 
sex, gender differences occur but the differences ar  becoming less distinct and more complex. 
Sex and sexuality hold different meanings for different people and understanding of those 
meanings are affected by the context of the discussion. When discussing sexuality in terms of 
gender norms (i.e., messages at a societal or cultural level), men and women view sexuality in a 
uniform, abstract way (i.e., sex is physical for men and emotional for women) but when men and 
women discuss sexuality in the context of their personal experiences, the perceptions become 
much more complex (McCabe et al., 2009). 
Levels of Interest 
In terms of short-term verses long-term interest, hooking up may differ based on the pre-





or stranger in a social situation and engaging in sexual intercourse for the sole purpose of 
recreation (Beres, 2010; Garcia & Reiber, 2008; McCabe et al., 2009; Olmstead et al., 2013).  
Men indicate that their level of interest is influenc d by the amount of “respect” they have for 
their potential sex partner (Jozkowski & Hunt, under review). However, “respect” was 
conceptualized in a few different ways, though it was difficult for men to clearly articulate what 
they meant by “respect.” Men also report being more likely to experience long-term interest in 
women who do not engage in sexual intercourse with them on the first few encounters because 
not having sex right away fosters “respect” (Asendorpf et al., 2011).  Women realize that men do 
not “respect” them if they have sexual intercourse during an initial hookup and thus have learned 
to withhold certain sexual activity if they have long-term interest in the man (Bogle, 2008). 
Alternatively, both men and women seemed to agree that if a man has a long-term interest in a 
woman, he will not attempt to engage in sexual intercourse with her on an initial encounter or 
hookup (Jozkowski & Hunt, under review).  
The dichotomy of “respect” contributes to men’s contr l of the power dynamic. Women 
must assess the extent to which they would like their male partner to be interested in them before 
they continue with their sexual decision-making. If a woman has long-term interest in a man, she 
may have to appear more passive during a sexual encounter to foster “respect.” This finding 
reinforces the sexual script of men wanting women who are less sexually aggressive and perhaps 
give off a demure disposition as well as perpetuate the traditional sexual script of men as sexual 
initiators and women as sexual gatekeepers, who have to, at least initially, refuse sex.  An 





nonsexual (i.e., “good girls”) but at the same time, th re is pressure to be sexually assertive and 
experienced at sex (i.e., pleasing toward their male p rtner; Garcia et al., 2012). As a result, it is 
difficult for women to make decisions consistent wih their own desires because they have to 
consider if men will “respect” them based on how receptive they are to sexual advancement; at 
the same time, they fear being considered a “tease.” When faced with a situation where a woman 
may desire sexual activity or sexual intercourse, sh  i  forced to either refuse if she wants to 
maintain her reputation, or at least appear resistant at first. This dynamic also perpetuates 
women’s actual engagement in, as well as the large scale perception that women often engage in, 
token resistance (i.e., saying no to sex, but actually meaning yes and intending to consent to sex; 
Muehlenhard & Hollabaugh, 1988; Muehlenhard & Rodgers, 1998). Although most women 
mean no when they say no and, in fact, do not engage in token resistance, there is a perception 
that women “play hard to get” at first and refuse sex they intended to eventually consent to 
(Muehlenhard & Rodgers, 1998; Shotland, & Hunter, 1995). For instance, Hall’s (1998) study on 
consent found that very few participants (18.7%) refus d sex when they wished to consent. In 
addition, the few participants who reported using token resistance indicated that their refusal was 
taken seriously by their partner.  
Sexual Double Standard 
 It is likely that widely shared beliefs about gender ifferences (i.e., women want 
relationships and men do not) are culturally constructed by the sexual double standard and 
traditional sexual scripts. Though both men and women ay enjoy hooking up, society dictates 





Sexual double standard in expectations. Sexual double standard dictates that women 
should not engage in casual sex and should seek lov, relationships, and marriage (Hamilton & 
Armstrong, 2009). Women report negative hookup experiences with sexual double standard and 
quality of sex (Armstrong, Hamilton, & England, 2010; Hamilton & Armstrong, 2009).  Sex for 
women in relationships is reported to be far better than hook up sex because relationship sex is 
more likely to include activities focused on the woman’s orgasm (Armstrong, Hamilton, & 
England, 2010). Bogle (2008) posits that the reason w men desire long-term relationships is to 
protect their reputations, which are based on their number of sexual partners. According to the 
sexual double standard, an increase in sexual partners would negatively affect a woman’s 
reputation and positively affect a man’s reputation (Bogle, 2008; Garcia et al., 2012). In order to 
either preserve (women) or exaggerate (men) one’s reputation, both men and women use 
intentional vagueness in terms of talking about hooking up. Men use vagueness to imply that 
they engaged in more intimate behaviors (i.e., vagin l-penile intercourse) whereas women use 
vagueness to imply they engage in less intimate sexual behaviors (Bogle, 2008). Such behaviors 
are necessary in order to preserve reputations becaus  sexual double standards exist. These 
gender-specific implications are consistent with culturally dictated sexual scripts (i.e., men 
frequently initiate sex because they are not afraid of multiple partners negatively affecting their 
reputation whereas women must wait for men to make the first move so as to not appear 
“slutty”). 





Traditional sexual scripts (Gagnon & Simon, 2009) depict men as the “sexual initiator,” 
allowing men to appear dominant and aggressive in trms of both wanting to engage in sexual 
activity as well as initiating sexual activity compared to women (O’Byrne, Rapley, & Hansen, 
2006). Accounts of sexual experiences display men describing actions and decisions (i.e., buying 
drinks, striking up conversation, initiation of texing, and “putting in work” for sex) and women 
describing reactions to male initiation (i.e., waiting for him to “make the first move”) (Bogle, 
2008; Garcia et al., 2012; Jozkowski & Hunt, under review, Jozkowski & Peterson, 2013; 
McCabe et al., 2009). Therefore, the power dynamic within the college sexual environment is 
driven by men who control which hookups result in arel tionship (Bogle, 2008).  
Gender Discrepancies in Sexual Experiences 
According to Jozkowski and Satinsky (2013), there is a discrepancy in sexual experiences 
such that men and women do not equally engage in certain behaviors resulting in unequal 
experiences of pleasure. The gender discrepancies in sexual experiences tend to favor men, who 
often experience their sexual needs met over women’s sexual needs (Edgar & Fitzpatrick, 1993; 
Jozkowski & Peterson, 2013; Jozkowski & Satinksy, 2013).  
Pleasure gap.  Research suggests that men are more likely to receiv  pleasure and 
women are more likely to provide pleasure (McCabe et al., 2009; Jozkowski & Satinsky, 2013). 
For example, Jozkowski and Satinsky (2013) found that men more frequently reported engaging 
in receptive sexual behavior (i.e., receiving oral sex and receptive genital touching) where their 
pleasure was the focus of the sexual activity. Alternatively, women were more likely to report 





penile sex and receptive anal sex) where, once again, men’s pleasure is the focus, suggesting a 
pleasure gap between men and women in heterosexual ncounters. Similarly, women spoke less 
frequently about experiencing behaviors where their pl asure was the focus (i.e. receiving oral 
sex or clitoral stimulation) (McCabe et al., 2009). When asked about consent to a range of sexual 
activities, without providing behavior context (i.e., who receives oral sex and who performs oral 
sex), both men and women most frequently described a situation in which a man received oral 
sex indicating that the most salient interpretation of oral sex is: men receive, women perform. In 
the same study, via open-ended narratives, some male participants also expressed that they 
refused to perform oral sex and were only willing to receive oral sex (Jozkowski & Peterson, 
2013). As achievement of orgasm for women is not often a point of focus in sexual experiences, 
and because male orgasm is more commonly reached, the encounter is often considered over 
after men achieve orgasm (Richters, de Visser, Rissel, & Smith, 2006). The gender discrepancy 
in pleasure has dictated a male-pleasure centered sxual experience.  
Perhaps men and women both subscribe to a male-pleasure because culture constructs 
men to have a higher frequency of desire. Men are exp cted to always want to have sex as a 
testament to their masculinity and if they are not always ready and willing, they are not 
considered “a man” (McCabe et al., 2009). This script is widely accepted among men and 
women and not only affects negotiation of sexual behavior but consent negotiation as well 
(Jozkowski & Peterson, 2013). 
 In an examination of how men would give a sexual refusal, O’Byrne and colleagues 





down an opportunity for sex, usually remarking on the attractiveness of the female partner as a 
potential indicator. The assumption of men being unable to turn down sex is why the permission 
of sex occurring lies with women. As previously mentio ed, sexual scripts construct men to be 
aggressive initiators who always want sex whereas women are passive gatekeepers who must 
react to male advancement by either consenting or not consenting to initiated sexual activity 
(Bogle, 2008; Garcia et al., 2012; O’Byrne et al., 2006).   
Gender Differences in Views of Consent 
Gender discrepancies can also be observed within consent communication. Some consent 
research suggests the occurrence of miscommunication between men and women and other 
research argues that men and women do in fact understand each other but use deception to push 
for sex anyway.  
Miscommunication Theory 
Tannen (1991) suggests that when it comes to consent communication, men and women 
communicate differently which leads to misunderstandings and miscommunication. Frith and 
Kitzinger (1997) posit that consent miscommunication occurs between men and women and the 
outcomes generally favor men. It is argued that because of men’s preoccupation with sex and 
their inclination to be one-track minded, they cannot help but misunderstand cues and tend to 
interpret women’s mere friendliness as sexual interest. Such findings are consistent with other 
researchers who suggest that men tend to misinterpre  women’s friendly cues as being more 
sexual than women either intended them to be or women would interpret them to be (DeSouza & 





Stockdale, & Saal, 1991) as well as researchers who find gender differences in use of consent 
cues (i.e., Hall, 1998; Jozkowski & Peterson, 2013; Jozkowski et al., 2013).  Frith and Kitzinger 
(1997) propose that men’s misinterpretation of femal  consent could benefit women as well 
because it suggests that men are well-intentioned sexual partners who are not trying to be 
coercive, it gives women a sense of control knowing that male abuse could be avoided if they 
worked on their communication patterns, and it paints rape as the “unfortunate but innocent 
byproduct of cultural differences” (p. 525) Though contrary to their argument, it still appears as 
if men’s misinterpretation still favors men because it blames sexual assault on women who are 
framed as “not communicating well enough” (O’Byrne et al., 2006). This conceptualization often 
positions women to be at fault for sexual assault as they did not communicate their non-consent 
clearly enough, thus resulting in victim blaming (Burt, 1980; Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995).  
Miscommunication is facilitated by a progression of sexual behavior. College students 
describe sexual behavior occurring in a progression, beginning with light kissing and touching 
and potentially ending in vaginal-penile intercourse and/or anal intercourse (Hall, 1998; 
Hickman & Muehlenhard, 1999). The progression continues based on the consent indicated at 
the beginning of the encounter and as a result a “yes” is assumed until a “no” is heard, typically 
from the woman (Hall, 1998; Hickman & Muehlenhard, 1999). If men and women do not 
understand each other’s cues, sexual behavior could advance without both partners being fully 
comfortable. Traditional heterosexual scripts set up sexual situations to be this way because men 
are deemed the initiators of sex and the role of gatekeeper falls to the women (Edgar & 





sexual scripts, the miscommunication model suggests tha  women are socialized to be passive 
and have poor communication skills, failing to give unambiguous and clear refusals, and letting 
unwanted sexual behavior occur past the point of consent (Frith & Kitzinger, 1997). This has 
been supported by the consent literature as researchers note that women are more likely to 
engage in passive, “non-response” cues indicate tha they “do not say anything” or “just let the 
sexual activity happen” as a means of communicating consent (Hickman & Muehlenhard, 1999; 
Jozkowski & Peterson, in press).  
Token resistance. According to the traditional sexual script, men initiate sexual activity 
so the responsibility of consenting or not consenting falls to the women. The consent 
miscommunication model suggests that sometimes when omen give a concrete refusal they do 
not really mean it and are only doing so to appear as though they are conforming to feminine 
sexual scripts. This concept is referred to as “token resistance” (Frith, Kitzinger, 1997; Hall, 
1998; Jozkowski & Peterson, 2013).  
According to Peterson and Muehlenhard (2007) the concepts of wanting sex and 
consenting to sex are not the same. In accordance with the token resistance theory, women 
reported sometimes wanting to engage in sex but refsing anyway and furthermore, some women 
did not want sex but were willing to do so anyway (i.e., compliant sex; Walker, 1997). Reasons 
to engage in unwanted sex were most frequently report d to promote intimacy, satisfy a partner’s 
needs, or avoid relationship tension but women report d refusing desired sex because of worry 





However, it is seemingly impossible to conform to feminine sexual scripts because too 
strong of a refusal may not be heard if men assume token resistance, women’s engagement in 
some sexual activity but refusing to engage in intercourse results in her being labeled a “tease,” 
and  too quick of consent labels a woman as a “slut” (Jozkowski & Peterson, 2013). Even if a 
woman desired to engage in sexual intercourse without emotional closeness, Simpson and 
Gangestad (1991) point out that “it is one thing to state a willingness to engage in sex without 
emotional closeness and quite another to actually act on those attitudes” (p. 871), particularly for 
women given all the social constraints on their sexual behavior.  
The separation between desire and behavior also affects women who may seek emotional 
closeness but are willing to engage in uncommitted sexual behavior for the purpose of “attracting 
and retaining desirable romantic partners” (i.e., to forge a relationship; Simpson & Gangestad, 
1991, p.880). In fact, if some women are willing to use sex as a means to forge relationships, 
they may be willing to compromise their physical needs (i.e. orgasm) to achieve their goal, 
contributing to gender discrepancy in sexual experiences.  
The miscommunication model relies on men wanting sex more than women, which is not 
necessarily true given the variation in sociosexuality mong gender groups and emergence of 
unrestricted women and restricted men (Garica & Reiber, 2008; Olmstead et al., 2013; Simpson 
& Gangestad, 1991). In fact, 89% of men and women reported that they hooked up for the 
purpose of physical pleasure and 54% reported potential development of emotional relationships 





may not actually be passively communicating, some res archers argue that miscommunication is 
not occurring between men and women within consent n gotiation. 
Clear Communication Theory 
Although some researchers have suggested men and women miscommunicate consent 
cues (Frith & Kitzinger, 1997; Hall, 1998; Jozkowski et al., 2013; Tannen, 1991), other literature 
suggests that men and women understand each other’s consent verbal and non-verbal consent 
cues and push for sex anyway. Beres’ (2010) conducte  in-depth unstructured interviews on 
willingness to engage in casual sex and three themes e erged indicating that men and women 
could pick up on subtle cues including nonverbal cues and change in body language. Participants 
indicated they were aware that even if their partner gave consent to some sexual activity, there 
was always a chance the other partner (usually women) could change their mind. One man 
reported that sex was not set in stone until his femal  partner did the “butt lift,” which is when a 
woman lifts her pelvis for her partner to remove her underwear right before intercourse (Beres, 
2010).  
Not only did the participants speak of understanding when a person was saying “no” 
through nonverbal refusal communication (e.g. stiffened body language, pulling away), and 
“yes” through “tacit knowing” (i.e., “you just know,” Beres, 2010, p. 5), but they also indicated 
that they knew a “yes” was not just the absence of no, but a display of positive signals 
demonstrating active participation. If men and women understand each other’s body language 
and cues, as O’Byrne and colleagues (2006) and Beres (2010) suggest, then sexual assault 





against their partner’s wishes (O’Byrne et al., 2006). When Beres (2010) asked her participants 
how they learned to interpret nonverbal cues and understand when a person was consenting or 
not consenting, they mentioned never being formally t ught. They reported learning through trial 
and error, media, television, and pre-sexual social interactions. Media and television expose 
young men and women to more than just consent negotiation. Images of power and sex may 
contribute to the use of deception as well (Schatzel-Murphy, Harris, Knight, & Milburn, 2009). 
Use of deception. O’Byrne and colleagues’ study examined how young men interpret 
women’s sexual refusal and found that the young menwere aware of nonverbal cues beyond 
using the word “no,” but mentioned preferring an obvi us gesture. The conversations suggested 
they would advance until they received that “obvious gesture.” In the same group session, the 
men spoke about how they understood when a woman was nonverbally hinting she was not 
interested in having sex (e.g. she would remark on the time, call a cab, or shorten the 
conversations). Yet they spoke about preferring an “obvious gesture” to “take all the guessing 
out of it” (p.145) even though if they took their partner at their refusal behavior, they would not 
need to guess (O’Byrne et al., 2006). This “guessing” is a product of men’s desire to have sex 
and not taking no for answer.  
Jozkowski & Peterson (2013) found that perhaps men w re being intentionally deceptive 
in their attempts to communicate consent. Some maleparticipants reported they would insert 
their penis into their partner’s vagina or anus without asking and if met with an objection, they 





Jozkowski and Hunt (under review) examined consent communication outside the dyad 
(before the potential sexual encounter). They found consent negotiation and factors affecting the 
previously mentioned levels of interest could occur before the dyadic experience in the context 
of the social situation. They also found that men and women had disjunctive views when it came 
to interpreting consent cues both assuming interpreting consent was clear and easily understood, 
and at the same time agreeing consent was ambiguous. B th miscommunication and deception 
was found to be in effect.  
Consistent with the miscommunication model, there were some situations (i.e., a woman 
going home with a man) where men perceived sexual intercourse to be a “sure thing” whereas 
women described those same situations as potentially ending in sexual intercourse but could just 
end in some other type of sexual behavior or nothing at all. Additionally, there were some men 
who indicated that they would pretend to show interest (i.e., giving attention, strike up 
conversation, and buy drinks) without actually being i terested in relationships for the purpose of 
achieving sex, which could be considered deceptive if the feigned interest was perceived as 
genuine. Consistent with the levels of interest mentioned previously, men also discussed 
situations where if they did not “respect” their potential partner, they would push to have sex by 
advancing as many time as necessary past protest. If men did “respect” women, they would 
potentially attempt to advance once to see whether or not she refused and then stop if she did. 
Based on the scripts of men expressing long-term interest in women who withheld sexual 
intercourse on the first encounter (Asendorpf et al., 2011; Beres, 2010; Bogle, 2008), it is 





Furthermore, if the “respected” woman decided to le him advance on the first try, perhaps his 
long-term interest would dissipate. 
The Current Study 
Evidence of men’s ability to interpret consent cues (Beres, 2010) and disregard for 
refusal based on level of romantic interest is a concept that has not been explored thoroughly in 
the literature, especially from the perspective of b th genders. As such, the current study 
examined factors that potentially influence college students’ sexual decision-making regarding 
hooking up (i.e., whether to engage in or refuse sex). The current study included examining the 
interview data previously collected in regard to consent negotiation (Jozkowski & Hunt, under 
review; see Appendix B for interview protocol utilized) as well as collecting additional open-
ended narratives from college students to contribute to two separate manuscripts. The first 
manuscript included analysis of the previously collected data in terms of how consent 
negotiation during hookups facilitates male privilege through endorsement of traditional sexual 
scripts (e.g. male initiation and female gatekeeping), using language that describes sex as an 
exchange or a game, and male interpretation of consent based on levels of interest. The second 
manuscript aimed to expand upon a tertiary finding in Jozkowski and Hunt’s (under review) 
study that suggested levels of romantic interest could influence college sexual decision-making 
during hookups. The theme emerged during in-depth interviews when asked to describe typical 
sexual experiences in college. Only men spoke of the concept of long-term romantic interest 
verses short-term romantic interest. The current study sought to further examine these levels of 





notion. The second manuscript sought to further examine this concept of levels of romantic 
interest as well as what factors influence men and women to decide to engage in or refuse sex 
and if there are significant gender differences.  
In lieu of hypotheses for the first manuscript, the t mes emerged from the previously 
collected data were elaborated on by discussing analysis of the one-on-one interview transcripts. 
The two major themes that emerged were: 
1. Men and women subscribe to a male-centered conceptualization of sexual 
experiences. 
2. Men’s perceptions of consent cues were different based on their level of interest in 
their potential female partner 
The second manuscript was somewhat exploratory. Data collection took place in the form 
of a close-ended and open-ended survey. Sample demographics were acquired from the survey, 
as well as the construct of sociosexuality. Sociosexual orientation was assessed through a 
measure assessing sexual permissiveness through behaviors, attitudes, and desires. The scale is 
based on the framework of the Sociosexuality Orientation Inventory (Simon & Gangestad, 1991) 
but a revision of the SOI (Penke & Asendorpf, 2008) was used for the purpose of simplifying 
and shortening the survey. In addition to demographic information and sociosexual orientation, 
the study examined participants’ written comments to assess sexual interest and decision-making 
criteria (see appendix for study instrument) guided by the following research questions: 






RQ2. Does level of romantic interest in a partner dictate the behaviors a person is willing 
to engage in? 
RQ3. Does level of romantic interest in a partner dictate pushing for sex after refusal has 
been stated or implied? 
Based on the data Jozkowski and Hunt (under review) collected, suggesting men 
conceptualize consent cues differently with levels of interest in their partner, in combination with 
previous literature, the hypotheses are as follows:  
H1: Men and women have a set of criteria for sexual decision-making, but it will vary by 
gender because of sexual double standard (Garcia et al., 2012; Bogle, 2008) and perceived 
expectations of sex (Garcia et al., 2012; Olmstead et al., 2013). 
H2: If a person is interested romantically in a partne , they will engage in less sexual 
behavior on the first sexual encounter compared to encounters with partners they are not 
romantically/intimately interested in. The timing of the behavior will be important, especially for 
women (e.g. women wait on certain sexual behaviors to keep men romantically interested and to 
facilitate respect, Bogle, 2008). 
H3: If a person is interested romantically in a partne , they will not push for sex; If they 
are not necessarily interested romantically in a partner, they will push for sex (Jozkowski & 
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Chapter 3: Participants and Study Procedures 
In-depth interviews were conducted with students ( = 30; n = 17 women; n = 13 men) 
who were currently enrolled in classes at a large Southern university at the time of data 
collection. Carspecken’s (1996) Critical Qualitative Methodology derived from Habermas’ 
Communicative Action Theory (Habermas, 1984) in combination with Hesse-Biber and Leavy’s 
(2007) feminist qualitative interview and analysis methodology were utilized to direct the 
interview protocol and data analysis (inductive content analysis). Carspecken’s (1996) 
methodological approach is grounded in feminist ideology: participant autonomy is maintained 
(the investigator viewed the research process as a p rticipatory effort rather than the researcher 
conducting a study on a subject), and an egalitarian relationship between the participant and 
researcher was sought.  Feminist principles are helpful when addressing sensitive topics, such as 
sexual communication and consent, because autonomy and an egalitarian researcher-participant 
relationship aim to put the participant at ease, thus decreasing the likelihood of response bias and 
increasing the validity of the participants’ responses.  
Participants were recruited via general elective healt  courses taken, by a range of 
students in terms of course major and year in school, in rder to achieve a somewhat diverse 
sample. Students interested in participating were ask d to email the primary investigator to set up 
a time to conduct the interview. Participation was voluntary; students received a $20.00 gift card 





audio recorded. The study protocol was approved by the Institutional Review Board at the 
University of Arkansas. 
Analysis 
Interview data were transcribed verbatim and analyzed using critical qualitative analytical 
techniques such as meaning field analysis and reconstructive validity horizon analysis 
(Carspecken, 1996). When conducting meaning field analysis, the researchers assessed all 
potential meanings of the statements made by participants. When conducting reconstructive 
validity horizon analysis, the researchers clarified impressions of meanings from participants’ 
statements (and from the meaning field analysis) in order to determine what the researchers 
might be missing, what biases might be in play, and what cultural forms are necessary to 
understand through future analysis (Carspecken, 1996). These analytic techniques helped inform 
the coding procedures. Specifically, a multi-layered coding scheme was developed to analyze 
data emically (i.e., emic coding refers to utilizing coding categories/themes that emerge from the 
data; Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2007).  
Data were analyzed by Dr. Jozkowski and I. First, we separately reviewed subsets of the 
data to generate a family of codes based on emerging themes, then compared codes, looking for 
similarities, overlaps, and differences, and came to a consensus on a final coding scheme. The 
developed codes addressed the presumed meaning underlying the participants’ statements 
(Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2007). In other words, codes w re identified as a series of common 
themes through which participants’ responses could be reasonably interpreted. Data analysis 





college students’ world view as it relates to consent negotiation outside of the sexual dyadic 
experience as well as how college students communicate and interpret sexual consent with a 
potential sexual partner.   
Limitations 
The data presented here are based on a sample of 30 c llege students from one university, 
thus findings are not be generalizable to college students, in general. Second, because data was 
collected via one-on-one interviews, there is a possibility of response bias. However, this was 
thought to be minimized because of the research metodology and feminist interview techniques 
implemented, and because participants were made aware that their interviews were completely 
confidential. 
 
Chapter 4: Study Procedures and Participants 
In order to meet eligibility requirements for the study, students had to be at least 18 years 
of age, currently enrolled in college classes, and have access to the Internet. Participants were 
recruited to take part in a cross-sectional, closed and open ended online survey via classrooms 
(i.e., instructor announcement), email listservs, social media (i.e., facebook) and word of mouth. 
The recruitment spanned any college student, but a majority of participants were students 
enrolled in introductory health and sociology courses at a large Southern University. Some 
participants were offered an extra credit incentive in their respective course for completing the 
survey. If extra credit was provided for survey completion, an additional extra credit assignment 
was available to students who did not want to participate in the study. Students were invited to 





and 12 open ended narratives. All responses were anonymous and participation in the survey was 
voluntary. 
Data were collected online using Qualtrics Survey Software. Participants who received 
the online survey logged onto the study website which directed them to an introductory page 
providing them with information about the study. Individuals who received the online survey and 
were interested in participating in the study were asked to click to the next page which directed 
them to an informed consent form which provided them with more information about the study 
and notified them that by completing the survey, they were indicating their consent to participate. 
Interested participants then clicked to the next page which began the online survey. Because 
students needed to provide their name to receive extra credit for taking the survey online, the 
extra credit information was generated separately from the rest of the online survey in order to 
keep the survey responses confidential.  
 The study protocol was submitted and approved by the Institutional Review Board at the 
University of Arkansas. 
Measures 
The current study included close-ended and open-ended items. Closed-ended items 
included demographic characteristics (see Table 1 for a list of the demographic items included in 
the survey) and items pertaining to participants’ tendency for sexual permissiveness using a 
revised version of Simpson and Gangestad’s (1991) Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI) 
(Penke, 2011). The SOI includes three subscales: Behavior, Attitude, and Desire. Items on each 
subscale included: Behavior—“With how many different partners have you had sex within the 





intercourse on one and only one occasion?” (5 point scale- 0 to 8 or more), “With how many 
different partners have you had sexual intercourse without having an interest in a long-term 
committed relationship with this person?” (5 point scale- 0 to 8 or more); Attitude—“Sex 
without love is OK.” (5 point Likert- Totally Disagree to Totally Agree), “I can imagine myself 
being comfortable and enjoying ‘casual’ sex with different partners.” (5 point Likert- Totally 
Disagree to Totally Agree), “I do not want to have sex with a person until I am sure that we will 
have a long-term, serious relationship.” (5 point Likert- Totally Disagree to Totally Agree); 
Desire—“How often do you have fantasies about having sex with someone you are not in a 
committed romantic relationship with?” (5 point scale- Never to Nearly every day), “How often 
do you experience sexual arousal when you are in conta t with someone you are not in a 
committed romantic relationship with?” (5 point scale- Never to Nearly every day), “In everyday 
life, how often you have spontaneous fantasies about having sex with someone you have just 
met?” (5 point scale- Never to Nearly every day). 
The open-ended narratives were written specifically for the current study.  
Data Analyses 
 Close-ended demographic data were entered into SPSS 20. As Penke (2011) instructs, 
Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI) scores were broken into three factor scores: Behavior 
(Sum of items 1-3), Attitude (Sum of items 4-6; 6 was reverse coded), and Desire (Sum of items 
7-9). A total SOI score was calculated by summing items 1-9. Independent sample t-tests were 





Open-ended data were coded separately by the first author and a female undergraduate 
student using inductive coding procedures based on Middlestadt et al. (1996) salient belief 
elicitation methodological approach. According to Middlestadt and colleagues (1996), a salient 
belief elicitation is described as “a rapid, theory-based, open-ended, qualitative formative 
research technique designed to understand the cognitive structure underlying people’s decisions 
to form a behavior” (p.1). The method involves seven steps. The first three steps are designed to 
evaluate the relevance and cultural appropriateness of the instrument by identifying the target 
population and target behavior, gathering a sample of participants, and administering the survey 
to the sample of participants.  
After the instrument is deemed effective, the fourth step consists of conducting a content 
analysis to identify categories of underlying factors and then creating a coding manual. Each 
participant is assigned an ID number. The ID number and verbatim responses are copied into a 
word document. If a respondent gives more than one response, the responses are divided into 
separate lines (e.g., she was hot, she had a good personality). As the responses were not mutually 
exclusive, participants could have provided more than one response. Therefore, the data 
frequencies were analyzed by number of responses rather than number of participants. Responses 
that were alike were grouped together and salient co structs were created into categories. The 
manual consists of a label for each category and illustrative items per category using the words 
of the participants (see Appendix E). The fifth step consists of tabulating the frequency of 
responses for each participant. The last two steps are related to analyses of the codes and data. 





mention each category. The final step is interpreting he findings by identifying differentiating 
factors or the categories with large differences betwe n men and women. 
In the current study, the first three steps involved procedures that were performed during 
instrument development. The target population was ident fied as college student men and 
women. The behavior varied according to the open-ended question being analyzed. The first two 
questions consisted of identifying factors that influenced participants’ decision either to engage 
in (question 1) or refuse (question 2) sex during a hook up. Both questions began “think back to 
a situation in the past where the opportunity for sex presented itself for the first time with 
someone you had not previously had sex with and you…” 1) “…decided to have sex with them” 
and 2) “…decided not to have sex with them.” Though they described different situations, both 
questions had the same four subquestions about what specifically influenced the decision to 
engage in sexual intercourse (a) characteristics about that person (e.g., their relationship to you, 
physical traits, etc.), (b) characteristics about the situation/location/context (e.g., where you were, 
who you were with, what you were doing, etc.), (c) consumption and impact of alcohol, and (d) 
personal factors (e.g., past experience, attitudes toward sex, personality traits, ideology, etc.).  
During instrument development, a convenience sample of undergraduate students (n=10) 
piloted the instrument to ensure all questions were clear and understood. Once the survey was 
finalized and administered, the first author and unergraduate student analyzed participants’ 
responses using Middlestadt and colleagues’ (1996) content analysis. The coding process 





Coders then met weekly and discussed their observed cat gories and a master coding manual was 
created.  
Once the coding manual was finalized, both coders individually read through each 
response and applied the codes from the manual. Cohen’s kappa, a conservative measure 
(Perreault & Leigh, 1989), was calculated to assess an average score of interrater reliability. An 
average Cohen’s kappa coefficient of .89 was obtained across all items. All interrater reliability 
scores for each individual item were higher than 0.8 indicating acceptable agreement (Banerjee, 
Capozzoli, McSweeney, & Sinha, 1999), except for question 2b (characteristics about the 
situation/location/context that influenced decision not to have sex). This item was examined and 
recoded. Chi-square analyses were utilized to examine gender differences for each item. Fisher’s 
exact test was utilized as a post-hoc for items that were significant with chi-square analyses. 
Limitations 
 Although the current study provides a more nuanced understanding of why college 
students decide to or not to engage in sexual intercourse during a hook up, our findings are 
preliminary and should be approached with caution. Given that students were recruited primarily 
at one large Southern university, results may not be generalizable to all college students in the 
United States. In addition, as with all survey and recall data, there is the possibility of response 
bias, specifically recall bias and social desirability. However, social desirability was thought to 
be minimized as surveys were confidential.  It is important to note that some students in our 
sample reported never engaging certain behaviors. As uch, their responses to the open-ended 





believed they would do in the situation rather than what they may have done in the past. Lastly, 
some responses were identical to clarification examples provided in the open-ended questions. 
For example, when participants were asked about personal factors, the clarification of: (e.g., past 
experience, attitudes toward sex, personality traits, ideology, etc.) was provided in the question. 
It is possible participants did not understand the qu stion and simple responded “past 
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Background: Previous consent research suggests that reducing misco munication in regard to 
consent negotiation across gender will reduce rates of sexual assault. However, other scholars 
suggest that women and men accurately interpret each other’s consent cues and thus 
miscommunication resulting in sexual assault is unlikely. The current study aimed to clarify 
these discrepancies via in-depth interviews with college students. During the interviews, women 
and men unexpectedly discussed aspects of consent negotiation which tended to privilege men. 
Findings related to male privilege in consent negotiati n will be discussed.  
Methods: In-depth interviews were conducted with heterosexual college students (n=30) 
utilizing Carspecken’s Critical Qualitative Methodology in combination with Hesse-Bibe’s 
feminist qualitative interview techniques. Data was tr nscribed verbatim and analyzed using the 
hierarchical content analysis inductive model. 
Results: Three overarching themes with corresponding subthemes related to male privilege 
emerged. Within the first overarching theme, Endorsement of Traditional Gender Roles, 
participants discussed subthemes related to how: ‘good irls don’t have sex,’ ‘women are judged 
by their clothing and their use of social media,’ and ‘women care take for men’s egos.’ The 
second overarching theme dealt with Sex as an Exchange in which participants discussed 
subthemes related to how ‘men “work” for sex’ and ‘women “owe” men sex.’ Finally, the third 





included subthemes around gaming language participants utilized to describe consent negotiation 
and men’s attempts to “convince” women to have sex. 
Conclusions: These findings extend beyond previous event-level consent negotiation research. 
Our findings potentially bridge the two conflicting perspectives related to consent 
communication/ miscommunication by highlighting that although men and women may attribute 
similar cues to consent, underlying gender inequity and male privilege in consent negotiation 
likely perpetuate rape culture and could contribute to sexual violence. Implications for sexual 







Post-feminist Depictions of College Students’ Hetero-sex 
Some conceptualizations of post-feminism posit that contemporary culture has reached a 
point in regard to sexual behavior and expression such that men and women can equally explore 
and express their sexuality free from external societal constraints (e.g. Kamen, 2000; Lumby, 
1997; McNair, 1996, 2002). A great deal of contemporary discourse (i.e., magazines, televisions 
shows, movies, music videos and lyrics) conceptualizes women as liberated sexual agents, who 
are not constrained to traditional gender roles and who are empowered to act on their sexual 
desires (Gill, 2007; Attwood, 2006; Baker, 2008, 2010; Evans, Riley, & Shankar, 2010; 
McRobbie, 1996). However, contemporary cultural depictions of an emancipated, liberated 
sexual agency for women is really a guise, as mainstream media and other cultural forms still 
objectify women and endorse traditional gender norms (e.g. Gill, 2003, 2007, 2008b; Levy, 
2005). This “repackaging” of women’s constrained sexuality to appear liberated is clearly 
exemplified on the contemporary college campus in the United States through the overwhelming 
endorsement of rape culture (e.g., Armstrong, Hamilton, & Sweeney, 2006; Burkett & Hamilton, 
2012; Hamilton & Armstrong, 2009).  
Rape culture exists in settings in which rape and sexual violence are common and in 
which prevalent attitudes, norms, practices and media normalize, excuse, tolerate or even 
condone rape. Rates of sexual assault are substantially higher in rape supportive cultures. 
Universities and college campuses are, unfortunately, prime examples of settings in which rape 





assault is common on college campuses as 15-38% of women in the United States have 
experienced sexual assault during their lifetime (Fisher, Cullen, & Turner, 2000; Tjaden & 
Thoennes, 2006) and college women are at an increased risk for experiencing sexual assault 
compared to the general population as well as experiencing repeat victimization (Daigle, Fisher, 
& Cullen, 2008).  
Beyond the high rates of sexual assault among college students, university policies and 
aspects of campus social climate provide institutional support for sexual violence perpetrated 
against women (e.g., Armstrong et al., 2006). There are a myriad of events that can be pulled 
from the mainstream media to exemplify rape culture on college campuses (i.e., “No Means Yes/ 
Yes Means Anal” from Yale University in 2010; the “Top 10 Ways to Get Away with Rape” list 
from the University of Miami in Ohio from 2012; the “Gullet Report” from the University of 
Southern California in 2009; “SMU Boys Like them Young” from St. Mary’s University brought 
to media attention in 2013 to name a few; see appendix for description of each example). Each of 
these examples, as well as others not included here, d monstrates a disregard for women in 
general, women who have been sexually assaulted specifically, and men who are allies. These 
events also demonstrate a form of social and sexual patriarchy in which it becomes evident that 
men are in charge of women’s sexuality (exemplified most clearly by the event at Yale 
University in which men chanted “No Means Yes; Yes Means Anal”).  
The underlying patriarchal control of women’s sexuality is reinforced by the frequency 
with which women experience unwanted, pressured, an coerced sexual activity and the fact that 





Visser et al., 2003; Gavey, 2005; Holland et al., 1998; Kelly, 1987; Phillips, 2000; Powell, 2007; 
Smith et al., 2003; Smith et al., 2009; Tolman, 2002; Xenos & Smith, 2001). In fact, some 
college students’ depictions of the traditional sexual script include women’s refusals (at least 
initially) and do not include a negotiation of consent or willingness to engage in sexual activity 
or sexual intercourse (Wiederman, 2005). As such, some feminist scholars argue that 
contemporary sexual activities, particularly on college campuses, are still defined via male-
privilege and that women’s sexuality remains socially constrained (Baker, 2008, 2010; Chung, 
2005; Gavey, 2005; Holland et al., 1998; Jackson, 1999; Jackson & Cram, 2003; Jackson & 
Scott, 2004; Jeffreys, 1990; McPhillips et al., 2001; Phillips, 2000; Powell, 2010; Tolman, 2002). 
Therefore, it is important to understand if, and how, gender power imbalances ultimately 
influence college students’ perceptions of sexual consent negotiation. This is of particular 
importance given the high rates of sexual assault on college campuses and the close link between 
sexual assault and consent.  
Sexual Consent 
 Sexual consent has been defined as “the freely given verbal or nonverbal communication 
of a feeling of willingness to engage in sexual activity” (Hickman & Muehlenhard, 1999, p. 
259). Previous research indicates that most college students utilize nonverbal cues to 
communicate consent (Hall, 1998; Hickman & Muehlenhard, 1999; Jozkowski et al., 2013), 
though a number of factors may influence the type of cues utilized such as gender (i.e., 
Jozkowski et al., 2013), length of relationship (e.g., Humphreys, 2007; Burkett & Hamilton, 





 In additional to gender, relationship, and sexual behavior, a variety of underlying cultural 
norms also influence consent. For example, relationship norms suggest that sexual behavior in 
general, and vaginal-penile intercourse specifically, is assumed in the context of intimate or 
romantic relationships (Gavey, McPhillips, & Braun, 1999). This is especially true once a couple 
engages in sexual intercourse; the expectation is that the couple will continue to engage in this 
behavior in subsequent sexual encounters. In fact, Shotland and Goodstein (1992) have described 
this norm (the belief that once a person has consensually engaged in sexual behavior with a 
partner, the partner has a right to expect that sexual interaction will continue) as sexual 
precedence. As such, if a couple has engaged in consensual sexual intercourse at some point 
during their relationship, consent to engage in vagin l-penile sex may be assumed without 
explicit consent being communicated in future encouters.   
Consent and power. Current hegemonic gender roles rooted in the social dominance of 
men over women (Connell, 1987) reify an inequity in sexual agency through traditional sexual 
scripts that reinforce stereotypes of women as undersex d and men as oversexed (e.g., Jozkowski 
& Peterson, 2013; Wiederman, 2005). Such norms surrounding power are particularly 
emphasized in the context of the college social enviro ment. Within the typical college 
heterosexual sexual script, men tend to initiate sexual activity, even if mainly nonverbally, while 
women attempt to respond to men’s overtures in ways that do not overtly emphasize their own 
sexuality or bluntly negate men’s (Jozkowski & Peterson, 2013; Sanchez, Fetterolf, & Rudman, 
2012; Wiederman, 2005). This imbalance influences mn’s preference to assume consent until 





Additionally, social controls are in place to discourage women from being sexually assertive and 
autonomous (i.e., negative reputation; being labeled a slut or whore).  
Given the overarching power structure, it may not be realistic for women to act in any 
other way than a gatekeeper role, thus reinforcing men’s role as the sexual initiator. How such 
dynamics play out in the college sexual arena and their influence on how college students’ 
consent to sex are important to investigate in order to better understand consent communication 
and sexual assault more specifically.  
The Current Study 
In this article, we locate our discussion within the framework of a postfeminist analysis in 
order to explore: 1) the contradictory standards set forth in regard to how consent communication 
happens among college students, 2) how college studn s’ conceptualizations of consent 
communication privileges men, and 3) how college students’ consent communication creates an 
unfair situation, at best, and potentially dangerous situation, at worst, for women.  
In this study, we examined college students’ consent to sex in the context of ‘hook ups’ or 
casual sexual encounters. Consent communication in the context of hetero-sex has been explored 
in a few studies as of late (e.g., Beres, 2010; Hall, 1998; Hickman & Muehlenhard, 1999; 
Jozkowski et al., 2013) via examining how individuals communicate consent in the moments just 
prior to when sexual intercourse may or may not occur (this will be referred to as consent ‘inside 
the bedroom’ for ease of language). Very recent research, though, suggests that college students 





perceive that they can begin to assess someone’s consent to sex, particularly casual sex, upon 
meeting in a social context or interaction via text message. For example, Beres (2010) notes that 
context is very important to understanding willingness to have sex and “this context included 
exhibiting certain behaviors in a bar, the nature of the relationship, and whether or not someone 
was willing to transition to a private location after the bar” (p. 6). Similarly, Graham and 
colleagues (2014) note the importance of context in regard to young adults’ sexual behaviors in 
public spaces where alcohol is consumed, such as bars. They found that men engage in sexually 
aggressive tactics in bars to solicit sexual attention and, perhaps, sexual activity from women. 
Finally, Authors (redacted) found that college students in general and college men in particular 
believed that they could assess someone’s consent to sex via a number of behavioral cues that 
occurred in social gatherings (i.e., at the bar or parties generally when alcohol is being 
consumed), via text message, and/or through actions like leaving and social gathering (i.e., bar or 
party) to go to a private residence with an individual. Although Authors (redacted) state that 
‘outside the bedroom’ behaviors do not “constitute[s] consent or supersede ‘inside the bedroom’ 
refusals,” they do emphasize that some college students believe consent can be determined 
through such behaviors.  
The current study represents an extension of this previous work. In analyzing the data for the 
larger study on ‘outside the bedroom consent,’ several themes emerged that may help further 
elucidate how college students conceptualize consent communication. In particular, these 
themes, endorsed by both men and women, demonstrated how college students’ consent 





larger study, we did not anticipate that themes related to male privilege would emerge and we 
did not cue for such themes in the interview protocl as can be seen in Table 1. We arrived at 
these themes through analyzing data for our previous st dy (Authors, redacted), but think they 
provide a meaningful contribution to the consent and sexual assault literature.  
Methods 
Participant Recruitment  
Recruitment messages were sent via email to students enrolled in introductory health 
courses at a large Southern university inviting them to participate in an in-depth interview about 
“sexual activity”. Introductory health courses were chosen for recruitment in order to achieve a 
somewhat diverse sample in terms of class standing and course major because such courses are 
often taken as electives by a range of students. Studen s interested in participating were asked to 
email the primary author to set up a time to conduct the interview. The primary author ensured 
that eligibility requirements (current college student status) were met via email and set up a time 
for the interview to take place; students were informed that participation in the study was 
voluntary. 
 One-on-one, in-depth interviews were conducted with 30 college students (n = 17 
women; n = 13 men). Participants were provided a consent form when they arrived for the 
interview, were informed they could skip questions r terminate the interview if they felt 
uncomfortable, and were given a $20 gift card as compensation. The study protocol was 






The primary author conducted all interviews in a private location in order to ensure 
confidentiality. The interviews were semi-structured, but dialogic, with open-ended questions 
that were intended to be non-leading. More specific follow-up questions depended on how 
participants responded to initial lead-off questions (see Table 1 for condensed protocol). 
Interviews were largely directed by the participants’ responses such that the interviewer was able 
to probe for greater detail when the participant sta ed something relevant to the research 
questions. In addition to asking about participants’ experiences with consensual sex, participants 
were also asked about how they determined when their partner was refusing and how they would 
indicate non-consent or refusals (not shown in Table 1).  
All interviews were audio recorded and transcribed v rbatim. Interview transcriptions 
were combined with journal notes taken after each interview to create a thick record 
(Carspecken, 1996).  
Analyses 
The goal of the overall study was to explore college students’ perceptions of ‘outside the 
bedroom’ consent. In other words, we intended to examine how college students communicate 
their agreement or consent to engage in sexual activity during casual sexual encounters starting 
from the time individuals meet to the point when sexual activity occurs; these findings have been 
presented elsewhere (authors, redacted). During the process of data analysis, the authors noted 





were related to consent communication and college students’ sexual activities. The purpose of 
the current analysis was to explore these emerging themes. These findings provided additional 
insights into perceptions of consent ‘outside the bedroom’ as well as college students’ consent 
negotiation and engagement in casual sex, more generally.  
‘Truth claims’ made by participants are considered the unit of analysis according to 
Carspecken’s (1996) critical qualitative approach. Truth claims provide insight and guidance in 
order to understand how people communicate about the world they live in, how that world 
functions (according to the individual), and what they consider to be true about themselves, 
others, and the larger culture. Carspecken’s (1996) approach draws on Habermas’s 
Communicative Action Theory (Habermas, 1989). Within this framework, truth claims are 
generally conceptualized as a collection of assumed vali ity claims. Carspecken’s (1996) 
methodological approach suggests that truth claims or validity claims can be analyzed and 
interpreted in terms of the statements’ objectivity, subjectivity, and normativity as well as in 
terms of aspects of identity (see Dennis 2009; Henry, 2012; Satinsky et al. 2013 as examples of 
critical qualitative analysis).  
Meaning Field analysis (MFA) and Reconstructive Horiz n analysis (RHA) are analytic 
techniques designed by Carspecken (1996) in order to analyze validity claim statements. 
Meaning Field analysis includes assessing a range of potential meanings associated with claim 
statements; RHA focuses on interpreting the validity claim as either a backgrounded or 
foregrounded assumption. According to Satinsky et al. (2013), “backgrounding and 





participant’s claims” (p.713). For example, if we consider a participant’s claim: “I never say yes 
to sex verbally,” a foregrounded claim could be that the participant does not use verbal indicators 
to communicate consent to sex. A more backgrounded claim might be that verbal consent does 
not fit cultural standards of consent communication among college students. Both claims are 
linked to the participant’s statement; the former is more explicitly tied to the literal statement 
whereas the latter is an assumption that could be derived from her statement.   
Data were coded by both authors. First, we separately reviewed interview transcripts 
pulling out specific speech acts which might have a deeper meaning related to consent 
communication. We then separately applied both MFA and RHA to each speech act. When 
conducting meaning field analysis, we, separately, assessed all potential meanings of the 
statements made by participants and then met to discuss the extent to which each potential 
meaning was foregrounded or backgrounded. Next, we applied brief statements or simple themes 
to each of the speech acts we analyzed using MFA and RHA; the statements or simple themes 
described the underlying meaning of the speech act. For each simple theme, we listed several 
example quotes from the data which adequately depict the theme. The developed themes 
addressed the presumed meaning underlying the partici nts’ statements (Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 
2007). In other words, the themes were identified as commonalities through which participants’ 
responses could be reasonably interpreted.  
Finally, we separately organized the simple themes into overarching themes based on 
similarity and shared meaning. We then compared our simple themes and overarching themes, 





sub-themes and overarching themes. The development of the sub-themes and overarching themes 
provided insight into participants’ subjective experiences, which in turn helped us conceptualize 
college students’ world view as it relates to consent negotiation ‘outside the bedroom’.  
Results 
Table 2 provides a summary of the main demographic characteristics. All participants 
identified as heterosexual, thus findings will be discussed in the context of heterosexual sexual 
encounters. See Table 2 for participant characteristics.     
Three distinct, overarching themes emerged across partici ants’ interviews: (1) 
Endorsement of the Sexual Double Standard, (2) Sex as an Exchange, and (3) Sex as a Game. 
Within these three overarching themes, additional sub-themes provide further detail regarding 
each overarching themes. Descriptions of overarching themes and sub-themes follow. All 
participants were assigned pseudonyms and all personal information was redacted to maintain 
confidentiality. Participants will be referred to in text by their pseudonyms and accurate age.   
Endorsement of the Sexual Double Standard 
 While describing typical college students’ sexual relationships, participants’ own sexual 
relationships, and their experiences with consent ngotiation, all participants endorsed, either 
directly or indirectly, the sexual double standard. The most common ways students endorsed the 
sexual double standard were through discussing (1) how it is socially unacceptable for women to 
have “too much” sex or sex in general, (2) the expectation that men always want sex and act as 





gatekeepers refusing sex, at least initially in order to avoid developing a negative reputation, and 
(3) women need to act kind, putting other people’s (particularly men’s) needs ahead of their own. 
These sub-themes are described below: 
 “Good girls don’t have sex”. Participants both explicitly and implicitly endorsed the 
conceptualization that women who have sex, or who have “too much” sex, are thought of as less 
desirable compared to women who refrain from having sex or who have very few partners. It 
was difficult for participants to quantify how many partners would be “too many;” nevertheless, 
the overall sentiment from both men and women reinforced the fact that there are different 
sexual expectations in terms of sexual partnerships, based on gender. Men tended to be more 
explicit in endorsing this aspect of the sexual double standard. In fact, Rushard (age 20) 
described the difference in sexual expectations for men and women quite explicitly in the 
following statement:  
I guess it's deemed socially acceptable in a sense, that a guy can have as many partners 
as possible or whatever, because he's seen as that guy or he's a pimp or he's a player or 
whatever.   But for a woman, she has negative labels.   She's a ho, she's a slut or 
whatever. 
Similarly, Joe (19) articulated that women who have not had multiple partners were considered 
to be of a higher caliber: “A girl that hasn’t had sex, they’re typically in a lot higher – they’re a 
lot nicer, they know what they want in life” while Alex (22) labeled women who are interested in 





Other male participants endorsed the sexual double standard through a variety of 
metaphors. For example when asked to describe why he felt conflicted about having sex with a 
particular female partner, Damien (22) stated: “It’s like when you get a new car. You don’t want 
a lot of mileage on it.” Ultimately Damien did have sex with this individual, though because he 
assumed she had a high number of sexual partners, sh  was a less desirable partner.  
In the same discussion, Damien reflected on the fact th t he had engaged in sexual 
intercourse with several different women during his time in college. Although he stated that this 
did not make him a bad person (like it did for the woman he referenced above) he did regret 
some of his sexual encounters as can be seen in the following quote:  
At the end, like when you graduate, you realize that you probably shouldn’t have did it 
and you don’t have to do it [have sex with multiple partners].  You can find happiness in 
other ways.  You don’t have to have sex with Christina, Keisha, Shelia, and all those.  
Your happiness, you know, it was temporary and afterwards you want a wife and not a 
woman who’s done all these people.  You know?  
Although Damien was regretful, he still endorsed the sexual double standard by stating that he 
would not want his future wife to have as many sexual partners as he had while she was in 
college. 
  Another way participants (both women and men) more generally endorsed the sexual 
double standard was through discussions of “women having standards.” For example, men 
discussed actively trying to solicit a woman; when she refused out right or refused at least 
initially, men rationalized that it was because the woman had “standards.” The concept of having 





Yeah, the guy is going to try.  He’s going to try.  If she don’t move your hand when it’s on 
her, you know, she wants it, but she has to act like she has standards so she has to move 
away, but you have to try, you know. 
In previous work (Authors, redacted), we have discus ed how some men interpreted such 
nonverbal cues as indicators of consent to engage in s xual intercourse. However, in the current 
study, we are demonstrating how men and women applied labels and such as “having standards” 
differently to men and women usually resulting in women being disenfranchised when it comes 
to their own sexual expression.  
At some point during the interview, all 13 men in the sample mentioned that women who 
‘have standards’ refuse sex or women who want to appe r as though they ‘have standards’ will 
refuse sex initially. When asked to provide more information about what was meant by “having 
standards,” men stated that women who “respected” themselves and who did not have sex with 
“just anybody” had standards, whereas women who had sex with “a lot” of men or from whom it 
was easy to obtain sex, did not have standards. The men in the sample did reference “having 
standards” to themselves or other men in general, but in different ways. For example, men stated 
that a man did not have standards when he engaged in sexual activity with an unattractive 
woman. Additionally, men stated in the past they had “lowered their standards” when they had 
sex with a woman who was not desirable based on her appearance or the number of sexual 
partners she was assumed to have. Finally, men also stated that after consuming alcohol 
“standards would get lower” meaning they were more likely to engage in sexual intercourse with 





Women also endorsed the sexual double standard, but not quite as explicitly as men. In 
responding to questions about consent negotiation or how sexual events tended to unfold, women 
more frequently made slight remarks that demonstrated their endorsement of the sexual double 
standard. For example, women in our sample used the words “sluts” and “hos” to describe other 
women who were engaging in sexual intercourse. Ashley (19) referred to another woman as 
“ jezebel” because she engaged in recreational sex outside of a romantic relationship. 
Additionally, women in our sample stated that they knew women who did not “have standards,” 
which could be assumed due to their sexual history. Some women even described situations in 
which they did not “have standards” because they engaged in sexual intercourse or sexual 
activity with a man who they did not have romantic interest in or with whom they were not in a 
romantic relationship.  In fact, almost all of the women in our sample (n = 14) referenced a 
situation in which they avoided or refused having sex they desired in order to appear as though 
they “had standards.” Several women (n = 7) described sexual experiences that, in retrospect, 
they wished they had not engaged in because they beli ved engaging in that sexual event made it 
seem to others that they did not have “standards.”  
Women are judged by social media profiles. Another sub-theme to emerge under 
endorsement of the sexual double standard was the way in which participants made judgments 
about women’s clothing or aspects of their social media profiles. Again, the purpose of the 
original study and data collection was to better understand how college students communicated 
consent ‘outside the bedroom.’ As part of this discussion, college students indicated that they 





participants described using facebook in two ways: (1) as a means to contact someone to initiate 
dialogue potentially resulting in sexual activity or (2) to make assumptions about a person, either 
before or after meeting them, to get supplemental iformation about the person in order to draw 
conclusions about their willingness to engage in sexual activity. The latter use of social media, in 
which participants used social media profiles to draw assumptions, was only applied to women. 
In other words, participants stated that they only utilized women’s social media profiles to make 
assumptions about willingness to engage in sexual activity or sexual intercourse; men’s profiles 
were not assessed in the same way.  
Participants indicated that if a woman’s facebook profile included sexualized pictures of 
herself (sexualized pictures were described as pictures of women in bikinis, pictures focused on 
displaying “excessive” cleavage, breasts, or women’s crotches, or pictures of women “pouting”) 
she would be more likely to consent to sex. For example, Phil (21) stated: 
Your [online] profile pictures, like, that’s the representation f you, so if it’s sexually 
explicit, you could probably figure that that person is kind of, you know, out there.  
Sexually out there.  More willing to do sexual things than most people, so you all might 
think that you got a chance. 
Similarly, if a woman’s social media pictures illustrated that she consumed alcohol or partied 
regularly, participants stated that this implied she would be more likely to engage in sexual 
behaviors. For example Alex (22) stated, “If you just want her for sex you want to look for the
girl on Facebook that’s partying.” Pictures of women illustrating that they are in a sorority were 
also mentioned as potential indicators that a woman would be more likely to engage in sexual 





wearing either in a face to face encounter or on social media provides information about whether 
or not they would engage in sexual activity. For example, according to Damien (22): 
You know the shirts that have the big V in them?  You see just enough that, you know, you 
might look two or three times and then the shorts wi h the writing on the back that say, 
you know, juicy and pink.  Those are certainly girls that I look at first….You would think 
it would be easier for a bad girl to just get there [r ferring to having sex] because she’s 
already comfortable with the small clothes on and exposing themselves.  It would seem 
logical that she would be more comfortable to do it r more willing to do it. 
Alternatively, participants (especially male participants) indicated that if a woman 
referenced church or religion in her facebook profile, she was considered to be less likely to 
engage in sexual activity. This contrast is exemplified by Kelsey (19) in the following quote 
where she states that making sexualized statements on twitter and facebook lets people know that 
you are more likely to engage in sexual activity than someone who talks about religion:  
And in a way like the type of status you make, the typ of tweets you make, those are like -
- if you talk a certain way on these social utilities and it’s like you can make judgments 
about how that person is, so if you talk nasty on Twitter or Facebook and people are like 
she’s kind of freaky.  Maybe I have a better chance with her than a girl who is talking 
about the scripture or quotes or things like that.  
 Participants did not apply the same assumptions to men’s facebook pictures or profiles 
even when they were specifically cued in the interview. That is, we did not specifically cue 
participants to talk about women’s use of social media; this discussion occurred organically in 
relation to how men and women interpreted consent. By contrast, we did in fact ask participants 
about men who had pictures of themselves without shirts, consuming alcohol or participating in 





Similar perceptions applied when discussing twitter communication as well. Participants 
indicated that based on the content of a woman’s tweets (i.e., discussing partying, drinking 
alcohol, or comments which could be considered sexualized indicate that a woman is more likely 
to consent to sex; discussing religion, church or god indicated that women were less likely to 
consent to sex) one could make an assessment about her in erest in and willingness to consent to 
sexual activity. Both men and women expressed similar v ews regarding facebook and twitter 
personas for women, but again not for men.  
Finally, participants also seemed to link women’s profiles on social media to their self-
worth. Men and women felt very comfortable judging women (not men) based on their social 
medial profiles.  For example, Alex (22) stated, 
I feel like if a girl actually cares about her like r putation, she’s gonna take [those kinds 
of pictures] off and not leave it up for the whole world to see. But if like a girl is like 
okay, I want everybody to see me, she’s gonna leaveup those pictures of her in her bikini 
or whatever, if she’s got it showing everything or she’s taking sultry pics in the bathroom 
or whatever she’s doing like trying to put herself out there which is a major turnoff which 
is awful 
Women care take men’s egos. A final sub-theme to emerge under endorsement of the 
sexual double standard was related to how women care-take for men’s egos. As women in the 
sample described consent and sexual negotiation, we oticed that they were keenly aware of 
men’s feelings and reactions to their actions. That is, women were aware of how they were 
“supposed” to act in a particular situation in response to men. For example, women described 
how they were supposed to act when a man purchased alcoholic drinks for them at a bar in order 





should act a particular way after they purchased drinks for the women, however, we will discuss 
how college students conceptualize the exchange of s x or alcohol in a subsequent section]. In 
addition to wanting to avoid hurting men’s feelings, women also reported feeling very 
responsible for not hurting men’s feelings. For example, Jessica (22) stated: 
Accepting it [an alcohol drink purchased by a man] might be an indicator that you might 
be interested [in having sex with him] or you might not.  Sometimes you get nice guys 
that are just, oh, you ladies have a good night andthey'll leave you alone.  But there are 
some guys that kind of want to stay around you because they bought you a drink, because 
they have that expectation….So the main thing that makes you feel bad in saying no 
would be hurting his feelings and feeling like on sme way I perhaps owe this person 
something 
Furthermore, some women implied that they did not think it was okay for women to not 
be accommodating to men. For example, when describing women who may reject men, Erika 
(19) stated that:  
If anything a huge blow to the ego [rejecting a man’s invitation for sex].  I mean in their 
head if they’re preparing themselves to take this girl home and do whatever.  They’ll find 
any excuse to blame… Yeah, I know girls who would just go to sleep on the couch and I 
don’t think the guys are too happy about it. I’ve never known anyone who ever forced 
himself on her.  It obviously sucks for him that he’s not getting laid that night.   
Erika articulates that first, getting rejected for sex by a woman is a blow to a man’s ego, next that 
he will blame the woman for rejecting him, and finally that she feels empathy (“it sucks for him”) 
that he is getting rejected after purchasing alcoholic drinks for a woman.  
Sex as an Exchange 
Exchange of alcohol for sex. When discussing how college students communicate 





consumed (i.e., bars, parties). Both women and men indicated that men often purchase drinks for 
women in bar or club settings in order to (1) express their interest in her as a potential sexual 
partner (i.e., “Sometimes I buy a girl a drink to let her know I am interested…interested in sex, 
sometimes more, but usually its sex.”—Edward, 20) or (2) lower her inhibitions in orde to 
increase the likelihood that sex will occur (i.e., “ If she is drinking, she’s more likely to ya know, 
let it happen. So I’ll sometimes buy a girl that I like a drink to help things along” –Russ, 23). 
Gender differences in the meaning of these consent communication cues emerged, however. For 
example, men stated that if a woman accepts a drinkpurchased by a man, she is implicitly 
indicating her consent to engage in sexual activity. Going one step further in this interpretation, 
most men (n = 9) and even some women (n = 7) stated that if a woman accepts alcoholic drinks 
from a man at a bar or club, she is potentially obligated to (or at least “should”) engage in sexual 
activity with him at some point later in the evening as Stacey (21) stated: 
Well, so here is the thing—if you take drinks all night from a guy, you are sort of telling 
him you will have sex…Some girls will drink all night, letting him pay for it without 
having sex, but she probably should do it [have sex]. 
Alternatively, women described this social exchange i  a somewhat different manner. 
First, most women stated they were aware that men perceived women accepting an alcohol drink 
to be ‘tacit consent’ or a cue that sex might occur at some point in the evening; yet many women 
indicated that they did not agree with this conceptualization. Instead, women stated that 
accepting a drink could indicate interest or consent, but accepting a drink as an indicator of 
willingness to engage in sexual activity should be considered tentative and certainly not definite. 





engaging in sexual activity with simply to obtain a drink they did not have pay money for. On 
the other hand, women stated that they may accept a drink as an opportunity to flirt, get more 
acquainted with the man who purchased the drink, or to signal interest or potential agreement to 
engage in sexual activity later in the evening. Thedistinction ultimately comes down to the fact 
that men perceive women accepting a drink to consistently and definitely indicate her interest 
and consent to have sex. Women indicate this could be one possible outcome, but accepting a 
drink does not necessarily mean she is definitely interested in or consenting to engage in sexual 
activity.   
It is important to note that many women reported being aware of the fact that men 
interpreted the action as interest and consent to engage in sexual activity. Men, alternatively, 
perceived that they had a shared understanding of this interpretation with women and that 
women perceived such behaviors (i.e., accepting an alcoholic drink) as indicators of interest or 
consent. Unfortunately though, some women described situations in which they felt obligated to 
have sex with a man because he had spent money purchasing alcoholic drinks. Furthermore, 
some women (n = 5) and men (n = 7) indicated that if a man forced sex on a woman after she 
had accepted drinks from him during a social gathering, they would not be surprised and 
believed that she had “asked for it” to some extent. Alternatively, other women in thesample (n 
= 8) described situations in which they accepted drinks from men, but did not think accepting the 
drink obligated them to have sex. Of course, some women also described situations in which 
they accepted the drink as an indicator of their interest in sex or consent to engage in sexual 





Men put in “ work” and women “owe” sex. Based on men’s and women’s 
conceptualizations of sexual encounters, men are responsible for putting effort or work into 
trying to woo a woman, and in order to repay him for the ‘work’ he put in, women are expected 
to have sex. Jennifer (21) stated: 
I know how they all operate and I know when they’re wanting to go after a certain girl.  
They’ll literally dedicate their whole night to that one girl buying them drinks, talking to 
them the whole time.  They [men] don’t really ever leave they’re [women] side and that’s 
when you know like they’re putting in work for it.  
Men were aware that they were in charge of putting in the work with the explicit purpose 
of acquiring sex from women. Jacob (21) stated:  
I know that sounds bad but money impresses girls….I’d watch guys drop lots of money on 
girls.  It’s not even necessarily one girl.  They’ll buy a round for the girl and her 
girlfriends…[Interviewer: why would they do that?] they do that so she will have sex.   
And women noted feeling pressure to repay men for the work they put into trying to 
achieve sex. For example, Jessica (22) stated:  
But then a lot times I do feel like girls do feel that pressure especially if they’re at the 
fraternity house if they go to sleep there they’re expected to basically reciprocate for 
staying there. [Interviewer: Have you ever felt that way?]…Yes. 
Sex is a Game 
 The last overarching theme to emerge from participants’ descriptions of consent to casual 
sex was the conceptualization of ‘sex as a game.’ This theme manifested in two ways: 1) in the 
language participants used to describe their sexual encounters and 2) as men trying to coerce 





some situations that are coercive or that describe non-consensual sex, though they do not use the 
word coerce. Instead, they mask coercion as trying to ‘convince’ a woman to have sex.  
Obtaining sex and consent are a game. Again, the purpose of the original study was to 
uncover if participants were conceptualizing consent n gotiation as occurring ‘outside the 
bedroom.’ So when the male participants discussed past sexual counters or consent negotiation, 
their language seemed to suggest that they conceptualized sex and consent as a game or 
something in which there was a clear winner and a cle r loser and their goal was to come out as a 
winner (which generally means obtaining sex, even in some instances if their partner is 
unwilling). For example, Mike (20) used clear gaming language when he stated that he perceived 
that by leaving a public, social space with a man, women indicate willingness to engage in sex: 
“ If she leaves the bar with me, it’s like game on, we are gonna have sex.” Similarly, Rushard 
(20) stated that the objective to sex is to “get his” as can be seen in the following quote: “It’s 
more like get yours…and hopefully, by the time it’s over, she’s gotten hers.  It’s the sad truth.” 
Along the same lines, Nick (22) states, “Who wants a quitter, so keep trying, you know?” 
According to Nick, sex is like a game and you should not quit, until you have achieved your 
conquest (i.e., sex) even if your partner tells youn , you should keep trying because no one likes 
a quitter.  
Men try to convince women. Nick’s statements about not wanting to be a quitter 
transition into the final emerging sub-theme—men try to convince women to have sex with 
them. This sub-theme emerged when men were probed about some of consent cues they 





were vague in expressing consent. According to some f the men, when ambiguity exists in 
regard to consent communication, it is easier to advance the sexual behavior further then their 
partner may desire, because they will be able to cite m scommunication if she became upset or 
angry (or perhaps makes a charge of sexual assault/rape). According to some men, if consent is 
clear, then a statement of “no” is concrete and further attempts to advance sexual activity is 
against the other partner’s wishes. If consent is, instead vague and ambiguous, according to 
participants, a refusal is not firm and could be “up for interpretation,” thus some individuals 
could push a partner past their point of sexual comfort in order to achieve sexual intercourse. For 
example, Eric (20) described trying to “convince” a woman when her refusals where somewhat 
passive:   
I had some experiences to where I’ve convinced the woman, you know, to change her 
mind because the whole time you’re wondering if she wants to do it but is saying no to 
put up the little friction to make me work for it, I guess.  So that’s why it’s confusing 
because you don’t know.  In different cases, you don’t know if this girl is like the other 
girl [who provides clear refusals and cannot be “convinced”].  Does she really want you 
to do it and she wants you to work for it or does rally not want you to do, but just kind of 
wants to be held.  So that’s where the confusion comes in. 
Although Eric stated being confused between whether his partner is really refusing or whether 
her refusals are token, his description of having to “convince’ women is somewhat troubling.  
Similarly, other male participants stated that when their partners refused sex (via verbal 
statements or nonverbal cues), if men thought the refusal was “subtle,” they would then try to 
“convince” women to have sex. For example, Damien (22) stated, “Yeah, if she doesn’t really 
seem sure when she says ‘no’, she can be convinced i  the mind. That means it probably 





differentiates between women who can be ‘convinced’ an  women who are seriously refusing. 
When we followed up with men, asking how they ‘convince’ women, men described 
“convincing” as “trying again” (i.e., continually making sexual advances even after refusals) or 
verbal persuasion (i.e., “you know you really want to do this”). The following quote from 
Rushard (20) describes how he reacts if a woman’s refusals are ‘subtle’: 
If it’s real soft [her refusal], it’s like that’s not really clear to me, you know, so I’m going 
to try again.  And if it’s still soft, it’s like okay, I’ve got some options here.  I could 
probably convince her, you know.  I might try a little something here on the neck or you 
know, just to kind of wear her down.  
Finally, the men in our sample implied that clear consent communication is women’s 
responsibilities and that if women are not clear in their refusals, men have a right to try to 
‘convince’ women. Mike (20) even likens ‘convincing’ women to sport in the following quote: 
So it’s kind of -- not to say it’s on her, but if she gives, if she gives a clear signal that it’s 
not going to happen or shouldn’t happen, he should know and if he doesn’t -- if he knows 
that she doesn’t want it and he tries, like it’s almost sport for him, so I just say clear 
signals are meant to be, but not to be just so blunt that it’s awkward  
In sum some men’s descriptions of attempting to ‘convince’ women as part of their 
conceptualization of consent negotiation is problematic as it seems to imply that men utilize less 
assertive refusals as opportunities to push women’s sexual boundaries. 
Discussion 
Our findings build on previous research examining young adults’ and college students’ 
consent negotiation (Beres, 2010; Jozkowski & Peterson, 2013; Jozkowski et al., 2013; O’Byrne 





framing of consent. Despite mainstream discourse that women are free sexual agents, our 
findings suggest that women’s sexuality is still largely constrained by socially constructed 
gender norms which influenced how both men and women perceive sexual consent negotiation 
and, more broadly, sexual experiences. Paired with previous research, our findings also suggest 
that college students endorse a conceptualization of sexual experiences which privilege men and 
disenfranchise women.  
Endorsement of the Sexual Double Standard 
Participants in the current study endorsed differential standards of sexual conduct for men 
and women consistent with the sexual double standard. One way in which participants endorsed 
the sexual double standard was via the stereotypical erception that ‘good girls don’t have sex’ 
(or at least not “too much” sex). Both men and women in our sample consistently used labels 
such as “slut” or “ho,” or generally described women who had “too much” sex negatively. In 
contrast, participants described women who refrained from sex or who only had sex in the 
context of a romantic relationship as ‘good.’ In fact, Joe described women who refrained from 
sex as “a lot higher” and “a lot nicer,” whereas Alex described women who had sex with a lot of 
partners as “heartless.” These conceptualizations of women’s sexual behavior imply that women 
who have sex are inferior to women who refrain from sex all together or at least refrain from sex 
outside the context of a romantic relationship. Such conceptualizations clearly serve to constrain 
women’s sexuality. Alternatively, men were not negatively labeled based on their number of 
sexual partners, instead men’s conceptualized social status seemed to increase as their number of 





engagement in sexual activity with many partners has become as he describes such behavior as 
“socially acceptable.” 
 Another example of participant endorsement of the sexual double standards can be seen in 
participants’ discussion of social media. In the current study, participants described how social 
media, such as facebook and twitter, are utilized to make assumptions about women’s consent to 
sex or at least interest in sex only; participants maintained that men’s social media profiles were 
not utilized to make assumptions about sexual behavior. Similar to women being concerned 
about developing a negative reputation based on their number of sexual partners, our findings 
suggest that college women should also be concerned about their peers thinking negatively about 
them based on the content of their status updates and pictures posted to social media.  
It is important to remember that the overarching goal of the original study from which these 
data were derived was to better understand consent communication. As such, it is concerning that 
students, both men and women, in our sample seemed quite certain that adequate assessments of 
women’s consent or interest in sex could be made simply by viewing their social media profiles. 
Second, and quite surprising to us, was the obligatory gender bias and endorsement of the sexual 
double standard students expressed. Both male and female students stated that perceptions of 
consent could be derived from social media profiles or women, only. We even specifically 
prompted students during interviews about whether t same assessments could be made about 
men’s social media profiles; all were quite certain that they could not. Finally, and perhaps most 
compelling, was the finding that very common features of profiles, such as basic pictures of 





consuming alcohol were considered to indicate consent. Such findings suggest, once again, that 
women’s sexual expression (or in fact general expression on social media) is socially constrained 
based on traditional gender roles.  
Unfortunately, such constraints are similar to common rape myths. For example, one of the 
items on the Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance (IRMA) scale asks participants to indicate the extent 
to which they agree with the following statement: “a woman who dresses in skimpy clothes 
should not be surprised if a man tries to force her to have sex” (Payne et al.,1999). These 
findings suggest two important points worth considering. First, perhaps the IRMA scale needs 
updating to include digital rape myth situations. Second, these findings may also suggest that, as 
a culture, we have not moved past endorsement of these foundational myths associated with rape. 
Unfortunately, it appears to suggest just the opposite, as participants in our study seemed to 
endorse the same rape myths about women’s attire, though they have been repackaged for a 
digital world.  
Women’s caretaking men’s ego is the final sub-theme ndorsed by our participants under the 
overarching theme of the sexual double standard. Women in our sample were keenly aware of 
how men might perceive their or other women’s reactions to men’s sexual initiations or 
advances. In social situations, women reported not o ly being aware of how men may perceive 
their behavior, but at times altering their own behaviors in order to avoid hurting men’s feelings. 
Women were quite explicit in describing their concer  over hurting men’s ego, most notably 
articulated by Erika and Jessica in the passages above and reinforced by Stacey’s description of 





Although women in the sample expressed true concern for men and described going to great 
lengths to avoid men feeling bad or rejected (even engaging in unwanted sex), men did not 
mention any sense of being concerned about women feeli g uncomfortable as men tried to 
‘convince’ women to have sex which they previously refused. Although we will discuss men’s 
description of ‘convincing’ when we discuss Sex as a Game, it is interesting to point out that 
women reported being concerned over hurting men’s feelings while men did not even register 
that ‘convincing’ a woman after she has refused might make her feel uncomfortable. This 
discrepancy potentially reinforces the fact that sexual experiences of college students tend to 
privilege men, as men typically see the experience from their vantage point only, whereas 
women are aware of how their actions might make othr people feel. Such findings are also 
consistent with previous literature about women taking on greater discomfort during sexual 
encounters (or in general) to avoid creating an uncomfortable situation for their male sexual 
partners (Parrot, 1996).  
Sex as an Exchange 
A second overarching theme endorsed by participants was the conceptualization of sexual 
activity as an exchange in which men provide some kind of tangible (e.g., alcoholic drinks, 
attention) and in return women were expected to give men sex. Participants conceptualized the 
‘work’ men were supposed to ‘put in’ in order to obtain sex as spending time talking to women 
in bars or at parties and purchasing alcoholic drinks for women. Our findings suggest that if a 





may assume  she wants to have sex and she may feel obligated to have sex even if she does not 
want to have sex.  
Viewing sexual activity as an exchange is problematic, particularly for college students 
where inherent gender inequity is already the norm (e.g., Armstrong et al., 2006). When men put 
‘work’ in and are ‘owed sex,’ sex gets conceptualized as a commodity or non-renewable 
resource (Macaulay Millar, 2008). Abstinence-only sexuality education discourse tends to 
position sex as a commodity by reinforcing messages bout maintaining one’s “value” by 
avoiding sex until marriage. One example of this is the common Virginity Ball slogan for young 
women, “Preserve your Diamonds for a Brighter Future.” Such messages overtly target women 
serving to constrain women’s sexual expression by implying that if one has sex they will 
somehow be less valuable or less successful later in life. Our findings seem to reinforce the 
conceptualization of sex as a commodity as participants stated that men engage in ‘work’ with 
the hopes of being ‘rewarded’ with sex from women.  
Another problematic assumption of viewing sex as a commodity is that men are only 
interested in having sex (and not interested in relationships), whereas women are only interested 
in relationships or other gains (i.e., male attention) and do not have an interest in sex. 
Unfortunately, such conceptualizations tend to pit women against men. Whenever a situation is 
created in which sex is seen as a commodity, someone is going to be the winner (the person who 
possesses or acquires the desired commodity) and someone is going to be the loser (someone 





dynamics between men and women, which could be associ ted with high rates of sexual violence 
among American college students (Fisher et al., 2000; Macaulay Millar, 2008). 
Lastly, it is important to acknowledge that participants’ endorsements of sex as an exchange 
can sometimes result in women engaging in potentially unwanted sexual activity because they 
feel socially pressured to do so. Although no one in our sample indicated they had engaged in 
sex they did not want, women did state that if a woman accepts drinks from a man all night, she 
‘should’ have sex with him. This dynamic demonstrates yet another way in which women’s 
sexuality is constrained via these social expectations nfluenced by gender inequity. Though 
these attitudes are not specific rape myths, they do suggest an overall support for rape culture in 
which women should be gauging their own sexuality to men’s desires. Rather than recognize that 
men have every right to not buy a woman an alcoholic drink just as much as they have the right 
to try to purchase one for her, women should have the right to refuse sex that is not wanted 
regardless of what has transpired between the couple ahead of time. However, students in our 
sample seemed to suggest that women should engage in sex n return for drinks. We believe that 
these perceptions paint poor pictures of both men and women. First, they deny women’s 
sexuality by suggesting that women are having sex because they owe it to men and second it is 
insulting to men who may be interested in being nice without an expectation that something is 
owed in return.  





The final overarching theme was the articulation of sex as a game; this conceptualization was 
endorsed more heavily by men in the sample. When describing past sexual encounters, men 
tended to use gaming language which naturally created  dichotomy pitting women against men 
and winners against losers. In this way, sex being conceptualized as a game was closely linked to 
sex as an exchange in which men try to obtain sex from women and women reward men’s 
behavior by giving sex. When men discussed acquiring sex from women, they conceptualized 
themselves as winners; though it was not explicitly stated, by default women become the losers. 
 Unfortunately, it appears as if women are in a double bind. If a man purchases alcoholic 
drinks for a woman and she has sex with him, she runs the risk of developing a negative 
reputation for ‘giving it up.’  However, if a woman accepts drinks from men, but does not have 
sex, she is also viewed negatively as we saw in Jessica’  explanation. Finally, if she refuses the 
drink, she is not being very nice and appropriately caretaking his ego. All around, it becomes 
very challenging for women to come out the winner i this game.   
An important sub-theme of sex being conceptualized as a game was men’s descriptions of 
trying to ‘convince’ women to have sex. Several men in the current sample discussed different 
tactics utilized to ‘convince’ a woman to engage in sex after she had refused, which sound 
somewhat forceful. For example, men stated that after  woman refused verbally, they would 
continue to try to have sex with her, rationalizing that her refusal was not assertive enough. This 
certainly begs the question—is trying to “convince” a woman to have sex after she has refused 





Men’s articulations of ‘convincing’ women to have sx are important to examine especially 
in light of how college students tend to communicate bout sex. For instance, conversational 
norms provide important insight into how young adults communicate sexual interests. Certainly 
in our culture young women are given more permission to be direct about their “no” than their 
“yes.” That is, we label a woman “slutty” if she say  yes too often, which is consistent with the 
current findings. However, even the direct “no” has problems, as Kitzinger and Frith (1999) 
found in their conversational analysis of sexual refusals. Women refused sex the same way other 
refusals in their lives are made. First, refusals typically involve some kind of palliative remark to 
“soften the blow” (i.e., appreciation / apology – “that’s awfully sweet of you, but…”; I’m really 
flattered, but…”) and then an account that is aimed at explaining, justifying, excusing or 
redefining the rejection (e.g., “it’s not you it’s me”). It is important to note that the account 
usually describes women’s inability to engage in sexual activity rather than their unwillingness. 
Rarely do people say “no” without providing justifications for their response. To do so would 
seem awkward, rude, arrogant, or even hostile; it violates culturally accepted norms of 
conversation. And if college women are truly concered about caretaking men’s egos, women 
may be concerned that refusing sex because they do not want to or are unwilling may hurt a 
man’s feelings. However, our findings along with oter’s (Beres, 2010; O’Byrne et al., 2006; 
2008) suggest that men only accept obvious gestures in r gard to sexual refusals. That is, in order 
for women to refuse sex and for men to interpret th refusal as genuine, women have to be blunt, 
explicit, curt, or potentially aggressive. Yet, these are traits that are not socially acceptable for 





over ‘caretaking for men’s egos’ it is unlikely tha women will actually be so direct in their 
refusal.  
Herein lies the problem and yet another double bindfor women. Women are socially 
constructed to be nice in their refusals while men ignore these kinds of nice (‘soft’) refusals and 
continue to ‘convince’ (via potential pressure or frce) a woman into sex, post-refusal. Once 
again, women are caught in a double bind—if they ar nice, then their refusals are ignored, if 
they are abrupt, upfront or assertive, they violate cultural conversation norms and run the risk of 
being perceived negatively by their gendered peer groups.   
Implications for Sexual Assault Prevention Initiatives 
Our findings, though potentially complicated and nua ced, could be utilized to inform 
innovative approaches to sexual assault prevention education (SAPE) programming. Based on 
our findings, SAPE, which focuses on consent-promotion, suggests that men and women need to 
be more upfront and explicit in their consent communication--men need to ask for consent, 
women need to clearly communicate their willingness or refusals. Consent-promotion based 
programming posits that misunderstandings of nonverbal or subtle cues will be alleviated when 
college students are more upfront and explicit in their communication of consent and thus rates 
of sexual assault will decrease. However, if a man’s status and reputation improve as he 
increases his number of sexual partners (remember that is how they win the game), and he can 
‘convince’ a woman who is passive in her refusals to have sex (which may amount to men 





consent communication? In fact, given contemporary culture’s rape supportive attitudes, men 
may maintain that women’s refusals are token and may continue to pursue sex post-refusal via 
convincing. Unfortunately, it is not really in men’s best interest socially to be explicit in terms of 
consent communication, though this is exactly what m ny SAPE programs advise.  
Slogans touted by many SAPE programs such as ‘just say no’ or ‘no means no’ imply that 
nothing other than ‘no’ needs to be said in order to provide a sexual refusal.  As a statement of 
individual rights, it is certainly true that one only eed to say no to provide a refusal, but it is 
equally true that saying no without explanation is conversationally very uncommon, and socially 
unrealistic. If your program’s key message is thought to be unrealistic by your target audience, 
how effective can you be? Furthermore, ‘no means no’ messaging places women in yet another 
double bind. Because of gender norms and women’s cocern about caretaking men’s egos, 
women typically do not say no in an assertive, affirming way. At the same time, if women are 
passive in saying ‘no’ because they are trying to offer a palliative remark or trying to avoid 
hurting men’s egos, men may ignore their refusals and feel justified in pressuring sexual 
intercourse with a woman who was not sufficiently assertive. Such dynamics may create 
opportunistic offenders—men who would not otherwise force a woman into sex, but who believe 
that ‘convincing’ a woman post-refusal is not the same as coercion. Going one step further, some 
men avoid asking for consent because doing so could result in them having to halt sexual 
activities if women refuse (Jozkowski & Peterson, 2013). This cycle reinforces victim blaming 
mentality by suggesting that women need to be more ass rtive in their refusals to ward off men 





based messages are disenfranchising to women, at best, and potentially dangerous and 
contributing to rape culture that perpetuates sexual assault on college campuses, at worst.  
Given the overarching power structure, it may not be realistic to expect women to be direct 
when communicating their sexual desires, especially their “enthusiastic yes” and certainly not 
realistic for women to overtly communicate refusals. And it is likely not in men’s best interest to 
be explicit in their consent communication.  The more explicit the communication, the less room 
for interpretation there is and less opportunity for men to ‘convince’ women post-refusal. The 
difficulty with much of SAPE is that the messages targeting women perpetuates their gatekeeper 
status. While indicating to women that they need to communicate consent directly to men, saying 
“yes” or “no” is a response to a question. This is key because the embedded assumptions are still 
that men are initiating, women are responding, and that women better take control of their 
response (in other words women, just be the best gatekeeper you can be). 
A Socio-cultural Approach to SAPE 
Many current SAPE approaches put the onus on women to avoid rape by being sexually 
assertive, monitoring their alcohol consumption, watching out for their other female friends etc. 
Such approaches underscore the importance of ‘personal responsibility’ on the part of women to 
prevent men from sexually assaulting them while ignoring the role that perpetrators play in 
sexual assault and ignoring the larger social enviro ment. Not only do such behavioral-specific 
approaches lead to victim blaming and feelings of guilt, shame, and fear among women, they 





negotiations. Burkett and Hamilton (2012) argue that simplistic consent promotion messages are 
not only ineffective, but problematic because they suggest contradictory messages about 
women’s empowerment—they imply that women are empowered to say no or yes to sex, but 
ignore the gender imbalances and inequities that limi women’s ability to have their refusals (and 
even their affirmations) listened to and respected.  
Instead of focusing SAPE programming on individualized behaviors, Murnen et al. 
(2002) argue that SAPE programming should utilize a socio-cultural approach in order to address 
how features of rape culture, such as patriarchal masculine ideology and other situational and 
contextual factors (i.e., alcohol, partying), are linked to sexual assault and sexual aggression. A 
socio-cultural approach would be supported by a myriad of work which suggests that contextual 
factors about college culture and gender inequities in college contribute to sexual assault (e.g., 
Armstrong, Hamilton, & Sweeney, 2006; Jozkowski, in press; Jozkowski & Humphreys, 2014; 
Hamilton & Armstrong, 2009).  
In light of these findings, institutional shifts on college campuses are necessary in order 
to realistically reduce rates of sexual assault. First, promoting ‘collectivist’ ideas that endorse sex
as an act occurring between people, as opposed to rinf rcing discourses of dominance 
(generally men dominating women), would go a long way to shift views regarding gender 
imbalances in consent (Hall & Barongan, 1997). For example, the current “consent is sexy” 
campaign helps focus attention away from initiators and recipients of sexual behavior to a more 
collaborative effort among couples to ensure positive, consensual sex. Second, colleges and 





helping young boys to develop skills around empathy (Murnen et al., 2002). Additionally, it is 
imperative to teach young adults and even children to be critical of media messages, especially 
those that promote objectification of women and promote violence, discrimination, and sexism. 
Finally, as supported by our current findings, SAPE initiatives should focus on deconstructing 
socio-cultural determinants of sexual violence (Donat & White, 2000; Jozkowski, 2014), 
including institutions of male domination and entitlement, particularly those present on college 
campuses (Armstrong et al., 2006; Hall & Barongan, 1997). Shifting our approach in SAPE in 
such large-scale ways will certainly be challenging a d not likely to occur in the short term. 
However, in order to truly address sexual assault on college campuses, institutional changes 









Table 1. Interview Protocol 
Lead-off question 1 
Can you describe some of the types of sexual relationships that you have engaged in while in 
college/that typical college students engage in?   
Follow up question 1.1 
For example, is “hooking-up” a common term that college students use to describe sexual 
relationships? What happens when people hook-up? What has happened during your experiences 
hooking-up? 
Follow up question 1.2 
Can you describe an example of sexual relationships you have been involved in while in college? 
Lead-off question 2 
Could you describe how you determine consent to engage in these sexual experiences (based on 
what participant has described from the previous set of questions)? 
Follow up question 2.1 
How is this influenced by [type of relationship described above] 
Follow up question 2.2 
Please describe an example of a time you engaged in sexual intercourse and how you determined 
your partner was consenting. 
Lead-off question 3 
Could you describe how you indicate your consent to engage in these sexual experiences (based 
on what participant has described from the previous set of questions)? 
Follow up question 3.1 
How is this influenced by [type of relationship described above] 
Follow up question 3.2 
Please describe an example of a time you engaged in sexual intercourse and how you indicated 








Table 2. Demographic Characteristics (n = 30) 
Demographic Characteristic N (%) 
Gender  
  Female 17 (56.7) 
  Male 13 (43.3) 
Age  
  18-20 8 (26.6) 
  21-23 19 (63.3)  
  24 and up 3 (10.0) 
Race/Ethnicity  
  White 17 (56.7) 
  Black or African American 8 (26.7) 
  Latino or Hispanic 3 (10.0) 
  Bi or Multi racial 2 (6.7) 
Class Standing  
  Freshmen 3 (10.0) 
  Sophomore 5 (16.7) 
  Junior 14 (46.7) 
  Senior 8 (26.7) 
Relationship Status    
  Single and not dating 13 (43.3) 
  Single and dating/hanging out with someone 10 (33.3) 
  In a relationship 5 (16.7) 







Description of mainstream media events to exemplify rape culture on college campuses: 
1. “No Means Yes/ Yes Means Anal” was a fraternity chant that Delta Kappa Epsilon’s 
pledges at Yale University paraded around campus yelling at in 2010.  
2.  The “Top 10 Ways to Get Away with Rape” was a list posted in the boy’s bathroom 
from the University of Miami in Ohio from 2012. The list was 10 “tips” for young men on how 
to preemptively cover their tracks when they rape someone.  
3. The “Gullet Report” was a “game” played by fratenity members at the University of 
Southern California in 2009 in which men received points for different behaviors engaged in and 
for partner characteristics. The rules were intricae and referred to women as “targets.” 
4. “SMU Boys Like them Young” was a chant that endorsed sexual assault during a 
freshman event called “Turf Burn” from St. Mary’s University in Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada. 
Hundreds of students participated in the chant annully since at least 2009. The chant was 
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Chapter 3: Interview Protocol 
Establishing Consent: 
I will ask the participant to: “please review the following document (Informed Consent Form) 
and let me know if you have any questions. If you agree to participate in the study, please sign 
the form.”  
I will remind the participant that the interview will be recorded, but that no identifying 
information will be included. I will also remind them that the audio files will be destroyed after 
transcription and that all files will be kept in a secure location, on a password protected 
computer. 
After the participant signs the consent form, I will take the signed copy and give the participant a 
blank copy for their records.  
 
Interview: 
I will ask the participant if he/she has any questions prior to starting the interview. I will then tell 
the participant that I am going to start recording a d begin the interview.  
After the interview is complete, I will thank the participant for their time, turn off the recorder 
and present them with the gift card.  
 
Interview Questions: 
1. Describe typical types of sexual relationships thatcollege students experience.  
If this question is unclear, I may follow up with: 
a. For example, is “hooking-up” a common term that college students use to describe 
sexual relationships? If so, what do you think college students mean when they use it?  
b. What are other examples? Can you describe them? 
 
2. Could you describe how you think college students would determine consent to engage in 
sexual activity? 





b. Can you explain how determining consent to sex might differ based on the type of 
sexual relationship? 
 
3. Could you describe how you think college students would indicate consent to engage in 
sexual activity? 
a. Is this influenced by the types of sexual relationship  described previously? 
b. Can you explain how indicating consent to sex might differ based on the type of 
sexual relationship? 
4. Are there factors outside of the time when the individuals may be about to engage in 
sexual activity that influence or help college students determine consent? 
a. If so, what are they? 
b. How do they contribute to or influence your interpretation of consent? 
c. Do online personas (i.e. facebook, myspace, twitter, etc.) influence your 
determination of consent? 
 
5. Is there anything else you would like to tell me about how college students determine 
consent to sex that you did not get a chance to say or that I did not ask.  
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“Plump Lips, Wide Hips,” and Sexual Scripts:  
Gender Differences in College Students’ Decision to Engage In or Refuse Sexual Intercourse 
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Background: Gender stereotypes portray men as sexual initiators who constantly desire 
sex, and women as passive gatekeepers who desire sex only within romantic relationships. These 
stereotypes may influence how college students believ  they are “supposed” to behave within the 
context of a hookup. As a result, men and women may rely on different factors when deciding 
whether or not to engage in sexual activity with some ne. However, these stereotypical gendered 
sex roles and scripts may not apply to all men and women. The current study aimed to examine 
factors that influence people’s decision to engage in or not engage in sexual intercourse during a 
hookup. 
Methods: A cross-sectional survey was administered to college students (n= 315) which 
included demographic items, the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI), and open-ended items 
assessing a variety of factors that may influence wh ther participants engaged in sexual 
intercourse. Open-ended responses were analyzed using inductive coding, resulting in a series of 
quantified categories. Bivariate analyses were utilized to examine gender differences in 
participants’ open-ended responses and SOI scores. 
Results: Men scored higher than women on SOI scores for the total scale (t 187.82)= 
7.803, p< .001), the behavior sub-scale (t(191.66)= 3.769, p< .001), the attitude sub-scale 
(t(202.29)= 5.100, p< .001), and the desire sub-scale (t(186.03)= 11.116, p< .001). In regard to 
the open-ended questions, men and women reported a ange of factors that influenced their 
decision to engage in sexual intercourse such as partner characteristics, characteristics of location 





Conclusions: Findings comparing SOI scores indicate that men ar more comfortable 
with permissive sexuality, yet our open-ended respon es indicated a much wider range of 
responses about casual sex across gender. Gender stereotypes and sexual scripts may limit sexual 
expression and result in confusion and negative feelings associated with sexual experiences. Men 
and women may conceptualize hooking up more similarly than gender stereotypes suggest but 








Hooking Up Among College Students 
According to the Online College Social Life Survey (OCSLS), 72% of young adults in 
college have engaged in at least one instance of sexual behavior outside of a committed 
relationship by their senior year of college (Hamilton & Armstrong, 2009). Sexual activity 
outside of a committed relationship is frequently refe red to as “hooking up” (Bogle, 2008; 
Garcia, Reiber, Massey, & Merriwether, 2012). A clear, concise definition or conceptualization 
of hooking up is lacking in the peer-reviewed literature. Researchers more often point to the 
variations in the definitions of hooking up and less often agree on one explanation regarding 
what it means to hookup.  For example, some college students have indicated that hooking up 
means engaging in vaginal-penile sex and for others it means engaging in sexual behavior other 
than intercourse, such as kissing, manual sex (i.e., manual stimulation of the genitals), or oral sex 
(i.e., oral to genital sex) (Glenn & Marquardt, 2001; Reiber & Garcia, 2010).  
The concept of hooking up has become less defined by the type of sexual behaviors 
involved and more defined by the context of the relationship among the individuals engaging in 
the sexual activity. That is, hookups seem to be embodied by uncommitted (i.e., the individuals 
engaged in the sexual activity are not involved in a “romantic” or “exclusive” relationship) or 
spontaneous (i.e., two individuals meet at a social gathering and end up engaging in sexual 
activity) sexual activities (Garcia et al., 2012). The definition of hooking up may also vary 
according to who an individual is sharing information with regarding their hookup behaviors 





Why Do College Students Hook Up? 
 Although both men and women engage in hooking up, motivations may differ by gender. 
Some researchers have postulated that uncommitted sex helps meet the needs of both men and 
women in college. For example, college men indicate they participate in hooking up because it 
supports their desire for many casual sexual partners without having to commit to a single 
romantic relationship (Bogle, 2008). Hamilton and Armstrong (2009) suggest that hooking up is 
so prevalent for college women because it is a socially acceptable time for women to “be selfish” 
(p. 602), experiment with their sexuality, and delay marriage and a family in order to prioritize 
developing their career. Alternatively, Bogle (2008), posits that when women repeatedly hook up 
in the absence of a committed relationship, they end up feeling unsatisfied.  It may also be the 
case, though, that women feel dissatisfied because they believe they should desire a relationship 
in order to preserve their reputation or for other socially constructed reasons (Hamiton & 
Armstrong, 2009). Interestingly, Garcia and Reiber (2008) found that both men and women 
engage in hooking up for both recreational reasons (i.e., sex is fun) as well as to find a romantic 
relationship partner.  As both men and women may hook up for the purpose of physical pleasure 
and relationships, how men and women conceptualize hooking up may inform why potential 
differences gender motivations. 
Traditional Gender Norms 
 Beliefs about gender differences in hooking up are likely culturally constructed by gender 
norms such as the sexual double standard and traditional sexual scripts which dictate different 





Researchers have documented gender differences in predictors of sexual interest, attitudes 
toward sex, and sexual scripts which could influence conceptualizations of hooking up 
(Asendorpf, Penke, & Back, 2011; Hamilton & Armstrong, 2009; Simpson & Gangestad, 1991; 
McCabe, Tanner, & Heiman, 2009). Such gender differences tend to align with traditional 
gender roles for men and women, such as men’s desire for sex at all times and women’s desire 
for relationships.  
 Predictors of romantic or sexual interest. There may be different factors that influence 
men’s and women’s interest in a romantic or sexual partner. In other words, men and women 
may differ in the criteria they utilize when selecting a romantic or sexual partner. For example, 
research suggests that men select sexual or romantic par ners based on physical attractiveness 
alone, whereas women select partners based on a variety of criteria such as facial attractiveness, 
vocal attractiveness, height, openness to experience, and a more extroverted personality 
(Asendorpf et al., 2011; McCabe et al., 2009). Evoluti nary theory provides one explanation for 
these findings. Evolutionary theorists maintain that men only consider sexual attractiveness when 
it comes to selecting a partner because having sex with multiple partners maximizes their 
reproductive output, whereas women consider a variety of criteria when it comes to mating (sex) 
in order to ensure that their offspring will be genetically superior (Buss, 1998). 
 Attitudes toward sex. In addition to different partner selection criteria, men and women 
may also have different attitudes toward sex. Simpson and Gangestad (1991) found that men 
tend to exhibit more permissive attitudes towards sexuality (i.e., they feel comfortable engaging 





relationship) compared to women, who tended to exhibit more restricted views regarding 
sexuality (i.e., they prefer to engage in sex in the context of long-term relationships and desire 
commitment and emotional closeness in addition to physical closeness).  
According to Bogle (2008), both men and women report being interested in hooking up 
and experimenting with a variety of partners during their freshman year of college, but by 
sophomore year, women’s attitudes shift. In the college environment, women’s reputations are 
negatively impacted by an increased number of sexual partners. Thus, by sophomore year, 
women begin to seek out ways in which they can avoid increasing their number of sexual 
partners, yet remain sexually active, by attempting to engage in hookups with the same partner 
either via “friends with benefits,” “booty calls,” or romantic partnerships.  Alternatively, men are 
not held to the same standard. In fact, men’s reputations increase as they increase their number of 
sexual partners. Thus, men tend to have less discretion in regard to their number of hook up 
partners, whereas women begin to monitor their hook ups in an attempt to keep their number of 
partners low. 
Traditional sexual scripts. The sexual double standard also informs the sexual scripts 
that men and women tend to default to when engaging in hooking up. Men are socialized to be 
aggressive, initiate sexual activity, and want sex all the time (Bogle, 2008; O’Byrne, Rapley, & 
Hansen, 2006). According to stereotypical depictions f masculine sexuality, particularly in the 
college environment, the more partners a man engages in sexual activity with, the better his 
reputation within his peer group (i.e., other college men) and the higher his status  (Armstrong et 





(2008) suggests that men use intentional vagueness when discussing hooking up in order to 
exaggerate the sexual activity they may have previously engaged in, in order to improve their 
reputation. During a sexual encounter, if a man engaged in kissing and genital touching, when 
recounting the situation to his peer group after th fact, he may say he ‘hooked up’ in order to 
imply that he engage in vaginal-penile intercourse (Bogle, 2008).  
In contrast, women are socialized to be less assertive and more passive in the gatekeeper 
role. Societal expectations for women’s sexuality also maintain that women should avoid casual 
sex, unless they are seeking a romantic relationship with the hookup partner (Bogle, 2008; 
Hamilton & Armstrong, 2009; O’Byrne et al., 2006). Stereotypical depictions of feminine 
sexuality suggest that women should avoid having sex with ‘too many’ partners as an increase in 
sexual partners could negatively affect a woman’s reputation (i.e., she would be considered a 
“slut”) (Armstrong et al., 2010; Bogle, 2008; Garcia et al., 2012). Like men, women use 
intentional vagueness when discussing hooking up, bt do so in order to imply they engaged in 
less intimate behaviors (i.e., just making out or fooling around as opposed to vaginal-penile 
intercourse) than what actually may have occurred (Bogle, 2008). For example, if a woman 
engaged in vaginal-penile intercourse, she may tell her peer group that she ‘hooked up’ to imply 
that she only engaged in kissing.  
Deviating from Traditional Gender Norms 
Some researchers (Hamilton & Armstrong, 2009; Garcia & Reiber, 2008) have 
documented a perceived shift in gender norms, suggestin  that not all men and women endorse 





of approaching sex. 
Predictors of romantic or sexual interest. Men and women may not universally search 
for the same characteristics when selecting a partner for a relationship or sex. For example, 
Bogle (2008) deviates from traditional depictions of gendered predictors of interest by indicating 
that both men and women value physical attractiveness. She reports that some men discuss 
incorporating status criteria in addition to attraciveness (i.e., membership in a greek organization 
or athletic team) into their predictors of romantic or sexual interest, whereas some women only 
considered attractiveness as a predictor of romantic or sexual interest. Evolutionary theory 
(which has been utilized to explain why men focus on sexual attractiveness) may be an outdated 
explanation for predictors of sexual interest, given that most college students engage in sexual 
intercourse for other reasons besides reproduction. As such, men and women may emphasize 
other aspects of sexual encounters such as pleasure or improving one’s status when considering 
whether to hook up with a particular partner (Garci et al., 2012).  
Attitudes toward sex. In general, more men exhibit permissive sexuality than women. 
However, when comparing within and between group variations, there are greater differences 
within groups of men and within groups of women than there are difference between the gender 
groups (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). Hamilton and Armstrong (2009) posit that young women 
prefer uncommitted sex in college because it is a tme o focus on their career, and relationships 
require a time commitment that could hinder their focus. In their study of college-aged men, 
Olmstead and colleagues (2013) found that men vary in respect to how they think about sex and 





recreational activity with no meaning, some men are “committers” who conceptualize sex as a 
meaningful act that should only be engaged in in the context of a committed relationship, and 
some men are “flexibles” who could place sex in either category. These findings suggest that 
some women are more unrestricted and enjoy casual sex, and some men may prefer commitment 
and relationships.  
The Current Study 
There is conflicting research regarding college students’ motivations, predictors of 
interest, attitudes toward sex, and endorsement of traditional sexual scripts. Although gender 
differences may exist, Hamilton and Armstrong (2009) “believe that widely shared beliefs about 
gender difference contribute more to gender inequality in college heterosexuality than the 
substantively small differences in actual preference” (p. 609). The current study aims to explore 
if gender differences exist in regard to factors that influence whether a person decides to engage 
in or refuse sexual intercourse during a hook up. The current, exploratory study was guided by 
the following research questions: 
1. Are there gender differences in college students’ at itudes towards casual 
sex/hook ups?  
2. Do college students have a set of criteria when deciding whether or not to 
engage in sexual intercourse with a partner during a hook up encounter? 
3. Are there gender differences in college students’ criteria for deciding whether 







Study Procedures and Participants 
In order to meet eligibility requirements for the study, students had to be at least 18 years 
of age, currently enrolled in college classes, and have access to the Internet. Participants were 
recruited to take part in a cross-sectional, closed- an  open-ended online survey via classrooms 
(i.e., instructor announcement), email listservs, social media (i.e., facebook) and word of mouth. 
The recruitment spanned any college student, but a majority of participants were students 
enrolled in introductory health and sociology courses at a large Southern University. Some 
participants were offered an extra credit incentive in their respective class for completing the 
survey. If extra credit was provided for survey completion, an additional extra credit assignment 
was available to students who did not want to participate in the study. Students were invited to 
participate in the study by filling out an anonymous survey consisting of 46 closed-ended items 
and 12 open-ended narratives. All responses were anonymous and participation in the survey was 
voluntary. 
Data were collected online using Qualtrics Survey Software. Participants who received 
the online survey logged onto the study website which directed them to an introductory page 
providing them with information about the study. Individuals who were interested in 
participating in the study were asked to click to the next page, which directed them to an 
informed consent form. The consent form provided them with more information about the study 
and notified them that by completing the survey, they were indicating their consent to participate. 
Interested participants then clicked to the next page, which began the online survey. Because 





extra credit information was generated separately from the rest of the online survey, in order to 
keep the survey responses confidential. The study protocol was submitted and approved by the 
Institutional Review Board at the University of Arkansas. 
Measures 
The current study included close-ended and open-ended items. Closed-ended items 
included demographic characteristics (see Table 1 for a list of the demographic items included in 
the survey) and items pertaining to participants’ tendency for sexual permissiveness using a 
revised version of Simpson and Gangestad’s (1991) Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI) 
(Penke, 2011). The SOI includes three subscales: Behavior, Attitude, and Desire. Items on each 
subscale included: Behavior (rated on  a 5 item scale- 0 partners, 1 partner, 2-3 partners, 4-7 
partners, or 8 or more partners)—“With how many different partners have you had sex within the 
past 12 months?”, “With how many partners have you had sexual intercourse on one and only 
one occasion?”, “With how many different partners have you had sexual intercourse without 
having an interest in a long-term committed relationship with this person?”; Attitude (rated on a 
5 item Likert scale- Totally Disagree to Totally Agree)—“Sex without love is OK.”, “I can 
imagine myself being comfortable and enjoying ‘casual’ sex with different partners.”, “I do not 
want to have sex with a person until I am sure that we will have a long-term, serious 
relationship.”; Desire (rated on a 5 item scale- Never to Nearly every day) —“How often do you 
have fantasies about having sex with someone you are not in a committed romantic relationship 





are not in a committed romantic relationship with?”, “In everyday life, how often you have 
spontaneous fantasies about having sex with someone you have just met?”. 
The open-ended narrative items were written specifically for the current study and 
consisted of questions identifying factors that influenced participants’ decision to either (1) 
engage in or (2) refuse vaginal-penile sexual intercou se during a hook up. It is important to note 
that when we asked about “sex” we were referring to vaginal-penile intercourse.  
Individuals who identified as transgender (n = 1) and lesbian, gay, bisexual, or other (n = 
27) were removed from the sample, because the n was too low to make meaningful conclusions 
and so that gender comparisons could be made between het rosexual cisgender men and women. 
However, we included transgender and non-heterosexual responses in the qualitative results, 
because we did not see sufficient significant differences in their narrative responses to warrant 
removal (i.e., they valued attractiveness, feelings, relationships, etc. in their decision to engage in 
sexual intercourse, as well). If a response documented that vaginal-penile intercourse was not 
able to occur in their situation, the response was removed from the sample.  
Both questions began “think back to a situation in the past where the opportunity for sex 
presented itself for the first time with someone you had not previously had sex with and you…” 
(1) “…decided to have sex with them” and (2) “…decided not to have sex with them.” Though 
they described different situations, both questions had the same four sub-questions about what 
specifically influenced the decision to engage in sexual intercourse: (a) characteristics about that 
person (e.g., their relationship to you, physical tr its, etc.), (b) characteristics about the 





(c) consumption and impact of alcohol, and (d) personal factors (e.g., past experience, attitudes 
toward sex, personality traits, ideology, etc.).  
Data Analyses 
 Close-ended demographic data were entered into SPSS 20. As Penke (2011) 
recommends, the Sociosexual Orientation Inventory (SOI) scores were broken into three factor 
scores: Behavior (Sum of items 1-3), Attitude (Sum of items 4-6; 6 was reverse coded), and 
Desire (Sum of items 7-9). A total SOI score was calcul ted by summing items 1-9. Independent 
sample t-tests were conducted to examine the four SOI scores across gender.  
Responses to the open-ended questions were coded separately by the first author and a 
female undergraduate student using inductive coding procedures based on Middlestadt et al. 
(1996) salient belief elicitation methodological approach. According to Middlestadt and 
colleagues (1996), a salient belief elicitation is de cribed as “a rapid, theory-based, open-ended, 
qualitative formative research technique designed to understand the cognitive structure 
underlying people’s decisions to form a behavior” (p.1). The method involves seven steps. The 
first three steps are designed to evaluate the relevance and cultural appropriateness of the 
instrument by identifying the target population and target behavior, gathering a sample of 
participants, and administering the survey to the sample of participants.  
After the instrument is deemed effective, the fourth step consists of conducting a content 
analysis to identify categories of underlying factors and then creating a coding manual. Each 
participant is assigned an ID number. The ID number and verbatim responses are copied into a 





separate lines (e.g., she was hot, she had a good personality). As the responses were not mutually 
exclusive, participants could have provided more than one response. Therefore, the data 
frequencies were analyzed by number of responses rather than number of participants. Responses 
that were alike were grouped together and salient co structs were created into categories. The 
manual consists of a label for each category and illustrative items per category using the words 
of the participants (see Appendix E). The fifth step consists of tabulating the frequency of 
responses for each participant. The last two steps are related to analyses of the codes and data. 
Step six involves comparing the number and percent of men and women of the behavior who 
mention each category. The final step is interpreting he findings by identifying differentiating 
factors or the categories with large differences betwe n men and women. 
In the current study, the first three steps involved procedures that were performed during 
instrument development. The target population was ident fied as college student men and 
women. The behavior varied according to the open-ended question being analyzed (see questions 
listed above or full instrument in Appendix). During instrument development, a convenience 
sample of undergraduate students (n = 10) piloted th  instrument to ensure all questions were 
clear and understood. Once the survey was finalized and administered, the first author and the 
undergraduate student analyzed participants’ responses using Middlestadt and colleagues’ (1996) 
content analysis. The coding process previously mentioned was implemented separately by each 
coder for each open-ended question. Coders then met weekly and discussed their observed 





Once the coding manual was finalized, both coders individually read through each 
response and applied the codes from the manual. Cohen’s kappa, a conservative measure 
(Perreault & Leigh, 1989), was calculated to assess an average score of interrater reliability. An 
average Cohen’s kappa coefficient of .89 was obtained across all items. All interrater reliability 
scores for each individual item were higher than 0.8 indicating acceptable agreement (Banerjee, 
Capozzoli, McSweeney, & Sinha, 1999), except for the question related to characteristics about 
the situation/location/context that influenced decision not to have sex. This item was examined 
and recoded. Chi-square analyses were utilized to examine gender differences for each item. 




 Demographic characteristics of the final sample are summarized in Table 1. Most 
participants identified as white, non-Hispanic (n=265, 84.7%), women (n=202, 64.1%), seniors 
(n=85, 27.2%), and aged 18-20 (n=147, 47.3%, mean age=21.8).  
Relationship between SOI Scores and Gender 
 There were significant gender differences in SOI scores for the total scale (t(187.82)= 
7.803, p< .001), the behavior sub-scale (t(191.66)= 3.769, p< .001), the attitude sub-scale 
(t(202.29)= 5.100, p< .001), and the desire sub-scale (t(186.03)= 11.116, p< .001). For all four 
scores, men had significantly higher (or more permissive) scores than women.  





 Partner characteristics. Table 3 provides a summary of participants’ open-ended 
responses regarding characteristics about their partner that influence their decision to engage in 
sex during a hookup. Men reported a significantly higher percentage of responses indicating they 
were influenced by physical characteristics, general appearance, preferences for physical traits 
(e.g., breasts, butt, etc.), and situational factors (i.e., single, convenient). Women reported a 
significantly higher percentage of responses indicating they were influenced by feelings, 
personality characteristics, and preferences for cha acteristics (e.g., kind, funny, etc.). 
 Characteristics about location or context. Table 4 provides a summary of participants’ 
open-ended responses regarding characteristics about location and context that influence their 
decision to engage in sex during a hookup. Men report d a significantly higher percentage of 
responses indicating they were influenced by engaging in prior intimacy (i.e., already kissing or 
cuddling) and alcohol or partying. Women reported a significantly higher percentage of 
responses indicating they were influenced by their fe lings or mood in the situation. 
 Effect of alcohol consumption. Table 5 provides a summary of the nature of alcohol 
consumption (or lack thereof) in the situation the participant thought of where they decided to 
engage in sex during hookup. Table 6 provides a summary of the effect alcohol consumption had 
on their decision to have sex (any participant thatspecified an effect of alcohol was included, not 
just those who indicated presence of alcohol in table 5). There were no significant gender 
differences in alcohol consumption or effect of alcohol on their decision in this question, though 





 Personal characteristics. Table 7 provides a summary of participants’ open-ended 
responses regarding personal characteristics about the participant that influence their decision to 
engage in sex during a hookup. Men reported a significa tly higher percentage of responses 
indicating they were influenced by their attitudes toward sex in general, positive feelings in the 
situation (e.g., amped up after a sporting event, having fun, etc.), as well as personal 
characteristics not being as influential as other factors. No significant differences were found for 
higher percentages for women. 
Gender Comparisons of Factors that Influenced Participants Decision NOT to Have Sex 
 Partner characteristics. Table 8 provides a summary of participants’ open-ended 
responses regarding characteristics about their partner that influence their decision to refuse sex 
during a hookup. Similar to the partner characteristics question above, men reported a 
significantly higher percentage of responses indicating they were influenced by physical 
characteristics and general appearance. Women reported a significantly higher percentage of 
responses indicating they were influenced relationship with their partner, and a failure to meet 
their preferences for characteristics (e.g., forward, rude, etc.). 
 Characteristics about location or context. Table 9 provides a summary of participants’ 
open-ended responses regarding characteristics about location and context that influence their 
decision to refuse sex during a hookup. There were no significant gender differences in 
characteristics about the location or context as an influence not to have sex.  
 Effect of alcohol consumption. Table 10 provides a summary of the nature of alcohol 





refuse sex during hookup. Table 11 provides a summary of the effect alcohol consumption had 
on their decision refuse sex (any participant that specified an effect of alcohol was included, not 
just those who indicated presence of alcohol in table 10). There were no significant gender 
differences in alcohol consumption or effect of alcohol on their decision to not have sex. 
 Personal characteristics. Table 12 provides a summary of participants’ open-ended 
responses regarding personal characteristics about the participant that influence their decision to 
refuse sex during a hookup. Men reported a significantly higher percentage of responses 
indicating they were influenced by situational factors and that, again, personal characteristics 
were not as influential as other factors were in the decision not to engage in sex. Women 
reported a significantly higher percentage of respon es indicating they were influenced by their 
attitudes and beliefs about sex. 
 Discussion 
 The current study provides a more nuanced explanation of college-aged men and 
women’s hooking up behavior. The quantitative results were consistent with previous research 
suggesting men have more permissive beliefs regarding casual sex (according to SOI scores) 
than women (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991). However, in light of our other findings in the 
qualitative data, our results may suggest some deviations from traditional gender norms. 
Gender Differences in Influences of Sexual Decision-Making 
Men. Our findings suggest that men were influenced most by an “attractive” general 
appearance and preferences for specific physical traits (e.g., “plump lips, wide hips, medium 





al., 2011; McCabe et al., 2009). Personal characteristics such as attitudes toward sex in general 
(i.e., being/feeling pro-casual sex) and positive fe lings associated with the situation (e.g., amped 
up after a sporting event, partying/drinking alcohol, aving fun) were significant indicators as 
well, although men indicated that these characteristics were less important compared to other 
characteristics, such as appearance.  
In addition to physical attributes, men were influenc d by factors that contributed to an 
opportunistic view of sex. An opportunistic view of sex refers to a situation in which a variety of 
factors line up such that the opportunity for sex presents itself, and men report ‘taking advantage 
of the opportunity.’ For example, one male participant stated “My attitude had shifted that it was 
time to become more experienced, so I went ahead and s id if the opportunity presents itself I 
will allow it” when discussing characteristics about himself as a person which may influence 
engagement in sex. The opportunistic responses included situational factors such as convenience 
and both parties being single, and contextual responses such as engaging in prior intimacy in the 
situation (i.e., already kissing or cuddling). 
When refusing sex, once again men reported being influenced by lack of attractive physical 
appearance and/or lack of opportunity. Our findings suggested that characteristics about the 
location or context were not highly influential in terms of men’s decisions to refuse vaginal-
penile sex. Similar to factors that influence men to engage in sex, men indicated that personal 
characteristics were not as influential as other factors in the decision to refuse sex.  
Women. When deciding to engage in vaginal-penile sex during a hookup, women were 





them, we had really good chemistry) and partner chaacteristics (e.g., kind, funny, smart), which 
is consistent with traditional predictors of sexual interest (Asendorpf et al., 2011; McCabe et al., 
2009). Women also reported being influenced by their fe lings or mood in the situation. For 
example women reported being influenced by the extent to which they felt comfortable in the 
particular situation or context. When refusing sex, women indicated major reasons for refusing to 
be: undesirable personality traits of the potential partner (e.g., partner was forward, rude), the 
nature of their relationship with their partner (e.g., we were dating, we had been friends for a 
long time), as well as their own attitudes and beliefs about sex (e.g., sex is meant to be shared 
with someone you love).  
Women commonly reported that they believed sex should be performed within the confines 
of a relationship. Women mentioned this belief in both questions (i.e., as an influence both in 
engaging in sex and refusing sex). Interestingly though, when comparisons were made, men and 
women did not differ in regard to responses about relationship status as an influencing factor in 
the decision to engage in sex, but lack of relationship status did differ significantly across gender 
when answering about refusing sex (i.e., I didn’t have sex because we were not dating). There 
could be a few explanations for these results. On the one hand, it could be the case that women 
seek relationships to follow social acceptability guidelines and to keep their number of sexual 
partners down (Bogle, 2008). On the other hand, women ay use sex as a bargaining mechanism 
to encourage men to commit to a relationship (i.e., I won’t have sex with you until we are 
dating), a theory which Bogle (2008) endorses. Finally, these differences could also suggest that 





indicates their interest, women could use the ‘concer  about relationship status’ as an excuse to 
say no. In other words, women could be “taking advantage of the system” by blaming their lack 
of interest on the very double standard that confines their behavior in the first place (i.e., ‘I don’t 
have sex with people I’m not in a relationship with’ w en in reality, women just do not want to 
have sex with that particular individual). This conjecture would align with Authors’ (redacted) 
findings that women care-take for men’s egos in sexual situations and augment their behavior so 
as not to hurt men’s feelings. 
Another reason women may consider relationships when deciding to have sex or refuse sex 
during a hookup may be because women report negativ hookup experiences in regard to quality 
of sex (Armstrong, Hamilton, & England, 2010; Hamilton & Armstrong, 2009). That is, women 
have a better sexual experience (i.e., more pleasurable sex, experiencing orgasm more often) 
when they are involved in a romantic relationship, compared to sex from a hook up experience 
(Armstrong et al., 2010). One reason women may havebett r sex in a relationship compared to a 
hook up could be because relationship sex is more likely to include sexual activities that result in 
a woman achieving orgasm (Armstrong et al., 2010), which reinforces women conforming to 
what is socially acceptable (i.e. engaging in sex within a relationship; Bogle, 2008). 
Alternatively, during hook up sex, men more frequently engage in sexual activity that focuses on 
their pleasure and women also report engaging in sexual activity that focuses on men’s pleasure 






There were no significant differences between men and women regarding the influence of 
alcohol consumption on sexual decision-making. However, participants discussed alcohol in 
three unique ways: (1) alcohol did not matter- they ad already decided to engage in or refuse 
sex, (2) alcohol served as a facilitator or social lubricant, and (3) alcohol served as an excuse.  
The decision about sex was made prior to alcohol. Many participants indicated that they 
had already made their decision to engage in sex or refuse sex before alcohol was consumed. In 
response to being asked about alcohol, one woman said “Yes both parties consumed alcohol. I 
don't think it influenced my decision to have sex, I knew I already wanted to have sex with him 
beforehand”, whereas a male participant said “yes we were both drunk but I still didn’t want to 
have sex with her.” Such responses are encouraging because college stud nts are making sexual 
decisions prior to consuming alcohol, which is what some sexual assault prevention education 
(SAPE) programs recommend.  
 Alcohol as a facilitator or social lubricant. Both men and women discussed alcohol as a 
facilitator for sex to occur; one male participant reported that “alcohol has always expedited 
things if I was interested in someone. A bar setting. With friends where you could still flirt but 
not have to be too blatantly obvious and forward about your intentions”  Similarly, a female 
participant said “Sometimes. I would only do it if both of us consumed alcohol. The alcohol 
makes the situation easier and less awkward.” Another female participant described a social 
situation where she may not have been drunk but felt sh  needed to pretend that she was in order 
to facilitate: “Yes, we both consumed alcohol that night. I was pretending to be more drunk than 





participants incorporate alcohol to socially lubricate the situation, for instance one male indicated 
that “Usually both [of us drank], and it made it easier to approach the other one. Also made the 
criteria of good physical appearance became less strict.”  
Alcohol as an excuse. More women than men indicated they used alcohol as an excuse to 
have sex. In regards to excuses, one woman said “Alcohol was involved but we had both sobered 
by that time. Alcohol consumption would be used as an excuse the next day.” Some participants 
blamed their sexual activity on their intoxication: “Yes; alcohol made me make poor choices.” 
Some participants described needing alcohol in order to ngage in sex. For instance, one woman 
described needing it so she could be seen naked: “Yes, both parties consumed alcohol. We were 
both a little tipsy, but also coherent about what ws happening, and not blacked out drunk.  
Alcohol only made the decision easier because I didn't feel as insecure about myself and letting 
my partner see my body. I felt like I could have sex without any regrets.” Another woman said, 
“I get very sexual when I've been drinking and on most occasions can't have sex unless I've had 
at least a couple drinks/shots.”  
Women utilizing alcohol as an excuse to have sex is likely influenced by sexual double 
standard, which suggests that women who engage in sex outside of a relationship are social 
undesirability (Armstrong et al., 2010; Authors, redacted; Bogle, 2008; Garcia et al., 2012; 
O’Byrne et al., 2006). In situations where women engaged in sex during a hook up or with a 
partner they were not in a romantic relationship with, women felt pressured to assign a 
motivation. As such, women blamed their behavior (having sex) on alcohol which, in turn, 





night,” the sexual behavior was easier to excuse than if she had sober casual sex because she 
wanted to). 
Opportunity 
Though men were more likely to indicate that situatons of opportunity (e.g., we were 
both single, it was convenient) resulted in engaging in sex, some women described opportunity 
in their responses as well. Our findings suggest that some men and women may perceive sex as 
an opportunity (i.e., if all the factors are right and the opportunity is presented, why not?). 
However, men and women seem to have different perspectives regarding defining a situation of 
opportunity. For example, men reported looking for att active female partners, whereas women 
more often reported looking for male partners with certain personality characteristics (e.g., kind, 
funny, respectful, intelligent, trustworthy).  
One reason men and women may define situations of opportunity differently is due to the 
gender differences in regard to social statuses they wish to maintain. It seems men consider 
external features (e.g., attractiveness) which is similar to engaging in sex for external reasons 
(i.e., so they can tell their friends to receive admiration and status). In contrast, women seem to 
consider internal characteristics (e.g., “is he kind to me?” and “does he make me laugh?”) which 
is similar to engaging in sex for internal reasons (i.e., they may enjoy it but worry about being 
considered a slut). When women decide to engage in s x, they must weigh if the partner is worth 
the potential negative affect on their reputation (i.e., if they are a “good person” the benefits may 
outweigh the costs of taking a hit to their reputation). In this context, the desire to achieve and/or 





opportunity in regard to sex during a hookup.  
Limitations and Future Research 
 Although the current study provides a more nuanced understanding of why college 
students decide to or not to engage in sexual intercourse during a hook up, our findings are 
preliminary and should be approached with caution. Given that students were recruited primarily 
at one large Southern university, results may not be generalizable to all college students in the 
United States. In addition, as with all survey and recall data, there is the possibility of response 
bias, specifically recall bias and social desirability. However, social desirability was thought to 
be minimized as surveys were confidential.  It is important to note that some students in our 
sample reported never engaging in certain behaviors. As uch, their responses to the open-ended 
questions about factors that influence their sexual decision-making were based on what they 
believed they would do in the situation rather than what they may have done in the past. Lastly, 
some responses were identical to clarification examples provided in the open-ended questions. 
For example, when participants were asked about personal factors, the clarification of: (e.g., past 
experience, attitudes toward sex, personality traits, ideology, etc.) was provided in the question. 
It is possible participants did not understand the qu stion and simple responded “past 
experience.” Continued examination of these factors through one-on-one interviews would be 
beneficial. 
 Future research is needed to focus more specifically on understanding gender differences 
in factors influencing sexual-decision making and what implications those findings have for 





unwanted or coerced sex. As alcohol is so prevalent on college campuses, more detailed 
examination of the roles of alcohol could be lucrative. Attaining a larger non-heterosexual 
sample and comparing their results with heterosexual responses could shed light on 
communication, experiences, and instances of unwanted or coercive sex for multiple populations, 
not just the majority’s, on certain college campuses. Comparing greek verses non-greek students 
might also yield interesting results. 
Conclusion 
Previous research is somewhat contradictory in regard to women’s interests in hooking 
up. Hamilton and Armstrong (2009) state that  women wa t to hook up and act ‘selfishly’ in 
college in order to focus on school and prepare for their career; hook ups offer a ‘no strings 
attached’ option for engagement in sexual behavior w thout the time commitment of a 
relationship. Alternatively, Bogle (2008) suggests that women only hookup to achieve 
relationships. Our findings seem to bridge these two perspectives. We found that although it may 
be more acceptable to have casual sex while in college, women are still disproportionately 
concerned about reputations, compared to men.  Results of SOI scores illustrate women’s 
potential desire for permissive sex, but their actul permissive behaviors are constrained by 
outside factors. This is supported by the fact thatwomen’s SOI scores on the attitude and desire 
sub-scales were higher than behavior scores.   
It is interesting to pair these findings with participants’ responses to the open-ended 
questions. For example, women reported feeling as though they need to use alcohol as an excuse 





excuse their desire to have sex with them. Our combined quantitative and qualitative findings 
could suggest that women want to be more permissive, but are constrained by gender norms and 
behave in a particular way, to avoid a bad reputation (Bogle, 2008; Hamilton & Armstrong; 
Armstrong et al., 2010). 
Some results of the current study (i.e., men are influe ced by physical attractiveness and 
women are influenced by personality characteristics, men had more permissive SOI scores than 
women) are consistent with traditional predictors of exual interest (Asendorpf et al., 2011; 
McCabe et al., 2009) and traditional attitudes of sex (Simpson & Gangestad, 1991).  However, 
other findings contradict traditional sexual scripts such as women not being significantly 
different than men in regard to relationship status when engaging in sex and women’s SOI desire 
scores being higher than behaviors. Although some of our results implied some men and women 
engage in a more “non-traditional” way of approaching sex, the majority of responses illustrated 
a primarily traditional stance. Men mostly consider external factors and women mostly consider 
internal factors when deciding whether to engage in or refuse sex, which adhere to the sexual 
double standard. When paired with previous literature (Authors, redacted); Jozkowski & 
Peterson, 2013;Wiederman, 2005),  the current study  suggests  that men and women still adhere 
to traditional sexual scripts and gender roles, which in turn serves as a subconscious hindrance to 
fulfilling desires and needs. Hamilton and Armstrong (2009) posit that it may not be the 
preference of many men and women to ascribe to these traditional sexual scripts, but rather the 
widely held belief about what they should do which saturates the hook up culture and dictates 





traditional sexual scripts, perhaps young people would feel more comfortable with their own 
desires instead of acting in accordance with how they ink people act. It may be the case that 
perceptions of traditional roles are inaccurately emphasized in the minds of college students. 
Ironically, these perceptions are what dictate actual behaviors, though. With increased comfort in 
one’s own desires, better communication could become more prevalent and college students may 








Table 1. Demographic Characteristics as a Function of Gender ( =315) 
 Total (n=315) Women (n=202) Men (n=113) 
Characteristic n % n % n % 
Age       
18-20 147 47.3 109 54.5 38 34.2 
21-23 103 33.1 58 29.0 45 40.5 
24 and up 61 19.6 33 16.5 28 25.2 
Race/Ethnicity       
White, Non-Hispanic 265 84.7 167 83.1 98 87.5 
Black or African American 18 5.8 8 4.0 10 8.9 
Latino or Hispanic 8 2.6 7 3.5 1 0.9 
Asian or Asian American 8 2.6 6 3.0 2 1.8 
Middle Eastern or Middle 
Eastern American 
1 0.3 0 0.0 1 0.9 
Bi- or Multi- racial 10 3.2 10 5.0 0 0.0 
Native American or American 
Indian or Alaskan Native 
3 1.0 3 1.5 0 0.0 
Class Standing       
Freshman 52 16.7 35 17.6 17 15.0 
Sophomore 77 24.7 56 28.1 21 18.6 
Junior 49 15.7 36 18.1 13 11.5 
Senior 85 27.2 44 22.1 41 36.3 
Graduate Student 49 15.7 28 14.1 21 18.6 
Greek Involvement Status       
Yes 128 41.0 103 51.0 25 22.5 
No 184 59.0 98 48.5 86 77.5 
Current Relationship Status       
Single and not dating 83 26.3 55 27.2 28 24.8 
Single but casually 
seeing/hanging out with one 
or several people 
73 23.2 45 22.3 28 24.8 
In a relationship 136 43.2 91 45.0 45 39.8 
Married 23 7.3 11 5.4 12 10.6 
Current Sexual Relationship Status       
In an exclusive/monogamous 
sexual relationship  




9 2.9 4 2.0 5 4.5 
Engaging in mainly casual 
sexual encounters 
27 8.6 15 7.4 12 10.7 
Not engaging in sexual 
activity right now 

















Mean (SD) T-test  
SOI Behavior 
Score (Items 1-3) 
6.04 (2.98) 6.92 (3.34) 5.55 (2.65) 3.769*** 
SOI Attitude Score 
(Items 4-6) 
7.40 (3.61) 8.79 (3.82) 6.62 (3.24) 5.100*** 
SOI Desire Score 
(Items 7-9) 
7.04 (3.27) 9.50 (3.12) 5.69 (2.46) 11.116*** 
SOI Total Score 
(Items 1-9) 
20.53 (8.39) 25.34 (8.70) 17.86 (6.91) 7.803*** 
Note. SOI Subscales (Behavior, Attitude, and Desire) ar based on a range of 1-15 (each item has 
a maximum of 5). SOI Total score is based on a range of 1-45. Overall gender comparisons are 
based on independent samples t-tests.  

















Overall Chi-square for General Codes    38.26 (5)** 
Overall Chi-square for Subcodes    61.88 (18)*** 
Physical Characteristics 30.0 (280) 26.2 (174) 40.0 (104) p<.001*** 
General Appearance 17.3 (162) 15.4 (102) 22.7 (59) p=.009** 
Preferences for Body as a Whole 6.7 (63) 6.5 (43) 7.3 (19) p=.662 
Preferences for Physical Traits 5.9 (55) 4.4 (29) 10.0 (26) p=.002** 
Relationships 14.7 (137) 15.5 (103) 11.9 (31) p=.178 
Nature of our Relationship 10.8 (101) 11.7 (78) 8.1 (2 ) p=.124 
Potential of Future Relationship 1.7 (16) 2.0 (13) 1.2 (3) NA 
Amount of Time Known 2.1 (20) 1.8 (12) 2.7 (7) p=.440 
Feelings 13.1 (122) 15.2 (101) 7.7 (20) p=.002** 
How They Make You Feel 9.9 (92) 11.0 (73) 6.9 (18) p=.066 
How They Feel About You 1.5 (14) 2.0 (13) 0.4 (1) NA 
Mutual Feelings 1.7 (16) 2.3 (15) 0.4 (1) NA 
Personality Characteristics 30.8 (288) 33.4 (222) 24.2 (63) p=.007** 
Personality in General 7.0 (65) 6.9 (46) 6.9 (18) p=1.0 
Preferences for Characteristics 23.9 (223) 26.5 (176) 17.3 (45) p=.003** 
Skills or Behaviors That Turned me On 6.2 (58) 6.0 (40) 6.9 (18) p=.651 
Skills 2.4 (22) 2.3 (15) 2.7 (7) p=.641 
Behaviors 2.9 (27) 2.4 (16) 4.2 (11) p=.190 
Accomplishments 1.0 (9) 1.4 (9) 0.0 (0) NA 
Other 5.2 (49) 3.6 (24) 9.2 (24) p=.001** 
Compatibility 1.2 (11) 1.1 (7) 4.2 (11) NA 
Alcohol 0.7 (7) 0.3 (2) 1.5 (4) NA 
Sexual Health 0.2 (2) 0.2 (1) 1.9 (5) NA 
Using Sex to Accomplish 
Something 
0.6 (6) 0.8(5) 0.4 (1) NA 
Situational  2.5 (23) 1.4 (9) 5.4 (14) p=.001** 
Note. Transgender (n=10) responses were included in total n but excluded in overall gender 
comparisons. Comparisons between males and females are based on chi-square tests. Follow-up 
gender comparisons are based on Fisher’s exact tests. Only themes that were endorsed by at least 
5 men and at least 5 women were included in the analyses. As such, cells with less than 5 were 






Table 4. Characteristics about the situation/location/context hat influenced your decision to 











Overall Chi-square for General Codes    12.55 (5)* 
Overall Chi-square for Subcodes    43.65 (18)** 
Location 15.2 (102) 15.0 (70) 16.0 (32) p=.726 
Home 7.3 (49) 8.1 (38) 5.5 (11) p=.260 
Bed or Bedroom 6.7 (45) 5.8 (27) 9.0 (18) p=.133 
Unique Location 1.2 (8) 1.1 (5) 1.5 (3) NA 
Activities 11.6 (78) 10.7 (50) 13.5 (27) p=.294 
Prior Intimacy 4.8 (32) 3.4 (16) 7.5 (15) p=.027* 
Facilitated Advancement 6.9 (46) 7.3 (34) 6.0 (12) p=.620 
Contextual Factors 48.9 (328) 46.9 (219) 54.0 (108) p=.108 
Date 2.1 (14) 2.8 (13) 0.5 (1) NA 
Alcohol or Partying 12.8 (86) 9.9 (46) 20.0 (40) p<.001*** 
Privacy 16.2 (109) 16.9 (79) 15.0 (30) p=.570 
Characteristics that set the Mood 3.7 (25) 4.3 (20) 2.5 (5) p=.374 
Why Opportunity was Seized 6.3 (42) 5.4 (25) 8.5 (17) p=.163 
Unique to Situation 7.7 (52) 7.7 (36) 7.5 (15) p=1.0 
Mood/Feelings 13.6 (91) 15.8 (74) 7.5 (15) p=.004** 
Comfortable/Safe 4.6 (31) 5.6 (26) 2.0 (4) NA 
Positive Feelings 4.5 (30) 5.6 (26) 2.0 (4) NA 
Negative Feelings 1.3 (9) 1.5 (7) 1.0 (2) NA 
Unique to Situation 3.1 (21) 3.2 (15) 2.5 (5) p=.805 
Company 8.9 (60) 9.2 (43) 8.5 (17) p=.883 
Friends 4.9 (33) 4.3 (20) 6.5 (13) p=.244 
Relationship with Partner 4.0 (27) 4.9 (23) 2.0 (4) NA 
Not a Factor 1.8 (12) 2.4 (11) 0.5 (1) NA 
Not a Factor 1.2 (8) 1.7 (8) 0.5 (1) NA 
I Don’t Know 0.6 (4) 0.6 (3) 0.0 (0) NA 
Note. Transgender (n=4) responses were included in total n but excluded in overall gender 
comparisons. Comparisons between males and females are based on chi-square tests. Follow-up 
gender comparisons are based on Fisher’s exact tests. Only themes that were endorsed by at least 
5 men and at least 5 women were included in the analyses. As such, cells with less than 5 were 






Table 5. Nature of alcohol consumption (or lack thereof) in a situation where you decided to 








No Alcohol Consumption Took Place 43.1 (112) 43.8 (74) 41.1 (37) 
Alcohol Consumption Took Place 56.9 (148) 56.2 (95) 58.9 (53) 
General Yes 16.4 (24) 12.8 (12) 23.1 (12) 
Both Consumed 47.3 (69) 46.8 (44) 48.1 (25) 
I Consumed (More) 5.5 (8) 5.3 (5) 5.8 (3) 
They Consumed (More) 3.4 (5) 4.3 (4) 1.9 (1) 
Specified Not Heavily Intoxicated 15.8 (23) 18.1 (17) 11.5 (6) 
Heavy Intoxication Specified 4.1 (6) 4.3 (4) 3.8 (2) 
Speculation About Imagined Situation  7.5 (11) 8.5 ( ) 5.8 (3) 
Note. Transgender (n=1) response was included in total n. No significant gender differences were 
found in Chi-square analyses. 
 
Table 6. Effect alcohol consumption had on decision to have sex (for those who specified an 








Consumption/Intoxication Was The Reason I Did It 15.5 (26) 16.2 (17) 14.5 (9) 
Lack of Consumption/Intoxication Was the Reason I Did It 6.5 (11) 4.8 (5) 8.1 (5) 
Lowered Inhibitions 26.8 (45) 24.8 (26) 30.6 (19) 
Social Lubricant 13.7 (23) 9.5 (10) 21.0 (13) 
As an Excuse to Have Sex 13.7 (23) 15.2 (16) 11.3 (7) 
Did Not Affect Decision  23.8 (40) 29.5 (31) 14.5 (9) 
Note. Transgender (n=1) response was included in total n. No significant gender differences were 

















Overall Chi-square for Subcodes    43.53 (23)** 
Past Experiences 11.3 (51) 12.4 (39) 9.0 (12)  
Past Experience in General 1.6 (7) 1.3 (4) 2.3 (3) NA 
Past Experiences with Other Relationships 5.6 (25) 5.7 (18) 5.3 (7) p=1.0 
Past Experience with that Person 3.3 (15) 4.1 (13) 1.5 (2) NA 
Negative Sexual Experience in Past 0.9 (4) 1.3 (4) 0.0 (0) NA 
Beliefs/Attitudes about Sex 17.6 (79) 16.9 (53) 18.8 (25)  
Beliefs about Sex 6.2 (28) 7.3 (23) 3.8 (5) p=.201 
Attitudes toward Sex in General 6.7 (30) 4.5 (14) 11.3 (15) p=.011* 
Attitudes toward Casual Sex 2.2 (10) 2.2 (7) 2.3 (3) NA 
Attitudes toward Virginity 2.4 (11) 2.9 (9) 1.5 (2) NA 
Ideology of Self 6.0 (27) 7.3 (23) 3.0 (4)  
Beliefs/Ideology 5.3 (24) 6.4 (20) 3.0 (4) NA 
Self Affected by How You Were Raised 0.7 (3) 1.0 (3) 0.0 (0) NA 
Expectations of Partner 14.2 (64) 15.6 (49) 11.3 (15)  
How You Expect Them To Make You Feel 3.8 (17) 5.4 (17) 0.0 (0) NA 
Characteristics You Expect Them To Have 10.4 (47) 10.2 (32) 11.3 (15) p=.738 
Situational Factors 7.3 (33) 8.0 (25) 6.0 (8)  
Alcohol/Drugs 1.1 (5) 1.3 (4) 0.8 (1) NA 
Unique to Situation 3.1 (14) 3.5 (11) 2.3 (3) NA 
Reasons to Seize Opportunity 3.1 (14) 3.2 (10) 3.0 (4) NA 
Situational Feelings 16.0 (72) 14.6 (46) 18.8 (25)  
Positive Feelings 8.0 (36) 6.1 (19) 12.8 (17) p=.022* 
Negative Feelings 2.4 (11) 3.5 (11) 0.0 (0) NA 
Feelings Unique To Situation 5.6 (25) 5.1 (16) 6.0 (8) p=.654 
Relationship with Partner 8.4 (38) 9.2 (29) 6.0 (8)  
Relationship With Them 4.7 (21) 5.1 (16) 3.0 (4) NA 
See Future Relationship 1.1 (5) 1.3 (4) 0.8 (1) NA 
Knew/Connected With Partner 2.7 (12) 2.9 (9) 2.3 (3) NA 
Personal Characteristics as a Factor  19.1 (86) 15.9 (50) 27.1 (36)  
Yes 2.7 (12) 2.5 (8) 3.0 (4) NA 
No 16.2 (73) 13.1 (41) 24.1 (32) p=.005** 
Maybe 0.2 (1) 0.3 (1) 0.0 (0) NA 
Note. Transgender (n=3) responses were included in total n but excluded in overall gender 
comparisons. Comparisons between males and females are based on chi-square tests. Follow-up 
gender comparisons are based on Fisher’s exact tests. Only themes that were endorsed by at least 
5 men and at least 5 women were included in the analyses. As such, cells with less than 5 were 
not included in the chi-square analyses. *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. No significant gender 




















Overall Chi-square for General Codes    24.31 (6)** 
Overall Chi-square for Subcodes    37.46 (18)** 
Physical Characteristics 15.9 (86) 12.4 (47) 24.2 (38) p=.001** 
General Appearance 9.1 (49) 6.8 (26) 14.0 (22) p=.012* 
Failure to Meet Preferences for Body as 
a Whole 
3.0 (16) 2.6 (10) 3.8 (6) p=.577 
Failure to Meet Preferences for Physical 
Traits 
3.9 (21) 2.9 (11) 6.4 (10) p=.084 
Relationships 20.9 (113) 23.4 (89) 14.0 (22) p=.014* 
Nature of our Relationship 14.6 (79) 16.1 (61) 10.8 (17) p=.139 
Lack of Potential of Future Relationship 1.3 (7) 1.6 (6) 0.6 (1) NA 
Amount of Time Known 5.0 (27) 5.8 (22) 10.8 (4) NA 
Feelings 12.9 (70) 14.5 (55) 9.6 (15) p=.158 
How They Make You Feel 10.4 (56) 11.6 (44) 0.6 (12) p=.215 
How They Feel About You 2.6 (14) 2.9 (11) 2.5 (13) NA 
Personality Characteristics 22.6 (122) 24.2 (92) 19.1 (30) p=.214 
Personality in General 5.2 (28) 4.2 (16) 7.6 (12) p=.133 
Failure to Meet Preferences for 
Characteristics 
17.4 (94) 20.0 (76) 11.5 (18) p=.018* 
Skills (or Lack Thereof) or Behaviors That 
Turned me Off 
7.9 (43) 8.7 (33) 6.4 (10) p=.485 
Lack of Skills 1.7 (9) 1.8 (7) 1.3 (2) NA 
Behaviors 6.3 (34) 6.8 (26) 5.1 (8) p=.560 
Decision was not Influenced by Personal 
Characteristics 
5.7 (31) 4.7 (18) 8.3 (13) p=.152 
Not Influential 1.5 (8) 0.8 (3) 3.2 (5) NA 
Positive Traits That Made it Hard to Say 
No 
4.3 (23) 3.9 (15) 5.1 (8) p=.640 
Other 14.0 (76) 12.1 (46) 18.5 (29) p=.056 
Compatibility 0.9 (5) 1.1 (4) 0.6 (1) NA 
Alcohol or Drugs 3.9 (21) 2.9 (11) 6.4 (10) p=.084 
Sexual Health 1.1 (6) 1.1 (4) 0.6 (1) NA 
Past Experience (Mine or Theirs) 6.5 (35) 6.1 (23) 7.6 (12) p=.564 
Situational  1.7 (9) 1.1 (4) 3.2 (5) NA 
Note. Transgender (n=4) responses were included in total n but excluded in overall gender 
comparisons. Comparisons between males and females are based on chi-square tests. Follow-up 
gender comparisons are based on Fisher’s exact tests. Only themes that were endorsed by at least 
5 men and at least 5 women were included in the analyses. As such, cells with less than 5 were 







Table 9. Characteristics about the situation/location/context hat influenced your decision NOT 








Location 14.0 (67) 14.7 (50) 12.6 (17) 
Their Home or Bedroom 5.0 (24) 6.2 (21) 2.2 (3) 
Location Did Not Facilitate 9.0 (43) 8.5 (29) 10.4 (14) 
Activities 7.9 (38) 8.8 (30) 5.9 (8) 
Partner’s Actions Turned Me Off 3.3 (16) 3.8 (13) 2.2 (3) 
Advancement Not Facilitated 4.6 (22) 5.0 (17) 3.7 (5) 
Contextual Factors 41.8 (200) 39.3 (134) 48.1 (65) 
Alcohol or Partying 10.2 (49) 9.4 (32) 12.6 (17) 
Lack of Privacy 12.9 (62) 13.2 (45) 12.6 (17) 
Characteristics that Ruined the Mood 5.2 (25) 5.9 (20) 3.7 (5) 
Why Opportunity was Not Seized 5.0 (24) 3.2 (11) 8.9 (12) 
Unique to Situation 8.4 (40) 7.6 (26) 10.4 (14) 
Mood/Feelings 16.1 (77) 16.4 (56) 14.1 (19) 
Not Comfortable/Safe 5.6 (27) 6.2 (21) 3.0 (4) 
Negative Feelings 10.4 (50) 10.3 (35) 11.1 (15) 
Company 12.3 (59) 13.2 (45) 10.4 (14) 
Friends/Family 7.7 (37) 7.9 (27) 7.4 (10) 
Relationship with Partner 4.6 (22) 5.3 (18) 3.0 (4) 
Not a Factor 7.9 (38) 7.6 (26) 8.9 (12) 
Not a Factor 7.7 (37) 7.3 (25) 8.9 (12) 
I Don’t Know 0.2 (1) 0.3 (1) 0.0 (0) 
Note. Transgender (n=3) responses were included in total n. No significant gender differences 






Table 10. Nature of alcohol consumption (or lack thereof) in a situation where you decided NOT 








No Alcohol Consumption Took Place 48.2 (105) 47.5 (66) 49.4 (39) 
Alcohol Consumption Took Place 51.8 (113) 52.5 (73) 50.6 (40) 
General Yes 27.4 (31) 20.5 (15) 40.0 (16) 
Both Consumed 29.2 (33) 35.6 (26) 17.5 (7) 
I Consumed (More) 5.3 (6) 5.5 (4) 5.0 (2) 
They Consumed (More) 24.8 (28) 23.3 (17) 27.5 (11) 
Specified Not Heavily Intoxicated 4.4 (5) 5.5 (4) 2.5 (1) 
Heavy Intoxication Specified 8.8 (10) 9.6 (7) 7.5 (3) 
Note. No significant gender differences were found in Chi-square analyses. 
 
 
Table 11. Effect alcohol consumption had on decision NOT to have sex (for those who specified 








Consumption/Intoxication Was The Reason I Didn’t 
Do It 
37.1 (46) 36.8 (32) 36.1 (13) 
Knew I Would Regret It 19.6 (9) 25.0 (8) 7.7 (1) 
Don’t Want To When I’m Drinking 41.3 (19) 34.4 (11) 53.8 (7) 
Could Not Make Rational Decisions 13.0 (6) 15.6 (5) 7.7 (1) 
Intoxication Made It So I Could Be Clear With 
My Refusals 
4.3 (2) 6.3 (2) 0.0 (0) 
Made It Harder To Say No 21.7 (10) 18.8 (6) 30.8 (4) 
Lack of Consumption/Intoxication Was the Reason I 
Didn’t Do It 
4.8 (6) 6.9 (6) 0.0 (0) 
Partner Was Too Intoxicated 28.2 (35) 24.1 (21) 38.9 (14) 
Did Not Affect Decision  29.8 (37) 32.2 (28) 25.0 (9) 
Note. Transgender (n=1) response was included in total n. No significant gender differences were 


















Overall Chi-square for General Codes    21.58 (7)** 
Overall Chi-square for Subcodes    30.68 (18)* 
Past Experiences 10.6 (36) 12.3 (29) 6.6 (7) p=.130 
Past Experience in General 2.3 (8) 2.1 (5) 2.8 (3) NA 
Past Experiences with Other 
Relationships 
5.3 (18) 6.8 (16) 1.9 (2) NA 
Past Experience with that Person 0.9 (3) 1.3 (3) 0.0 ( ) NA 
Negative Sexual Experience in Past 2.1 (7) 2.1 (5) 1.9 (2) NA 
Beliefs/Attitudes about Sex 19.6 (67) 23.4 (55) 11.3 (12) p=.012* 
Beliefs about Sex 9.4 (32) 11.1 (26) 5.7 (6) p=.159 
Attitudes toward Sex in General 6.5 (22) 7.2 (17) 4.7 (5) p=.479 
Attitudes toward Casual Sex 3.8 (13) 5.1 (12) 0.9 (1) NA 
Ideology of Self 9.7 (33) 10.2 (24) 8.5 (9) p=.696 
Beliefs/Ideology 9.7 (33) 10.2 (24) 8.5 (9) p=.696 
Expectations of Partner 17.0 (58) 17.0 (40) 17.0 (18) p=1.0 
Failure to Meet How You Expect Them 
To Make You Feel 
2.1 (7) 1.7 (4) 2.8 (3) NA 
Failure to Meet Characteristics You 
Expect Them To Have 
15.0 (51) 15.3 (36) 14.2 (15) p=.870 
Situational Factors 7.6 (26) 5.5 (13) 12.3 (13) p=.045* 
Alcohol/Drugs 2.1 (7) 0.9 (2) 4.7 (5) NA 
Unique to Situation 5.6 (19) 4.7 (11) 7.5 (8) p=.312 
Situational Feelings 10.0 (34) 10.2 (24) 9.4 (10) p=1.0 
Negative Feelings 10.0 (34) 10.2 (24) 9.4 (10) p=1.0 
Relationship with Partner 12.6 (43) 12.3 (29) 13.2 (14) p=.860 
Relationship With Them 7.0 (24) 6.4 (15) 8.5 (9) p=.479 
Lack of Future Relationship 0.3 (1) 0.4 (1) 0.0 (0)  
Did Not Know/Connect With Partner 3.5 (12) 4.3 (10) 1.9 (2) NA 
In a Relationship With Someone Else 1.8 (6) 1.3 (3) 2.8 (3) NA 
Personal Characteristics as a Factor  12.9 (44) 8.9 (21) 21.7 (23) p=.003** 
Yes 0.6 (2) 0.4 (1) 0.9 (1) NA 
No 12.3 (42) 8.5 (20) 20.8 (22) p=.002** 
Note. Overall gender comparisons are based on chi-square tests. Follow-up gender comparisons 
are based on Fisher’s exact tests. Only themes that were endorsed by at least 5 men and at least 5 
women were included in the analyses. As such, cellswith less than 5 were not included in the 







Chapter 4: IRB Approval Forms 




TO: Mary Hunt 
 Kristen Jozkowski 
   
FROM: Ro Windwalker 
 IRB Coordinator 
 
RE: New Protocol Approval 
 
IRB Protocol #: 13-12-363 
 
Protocol Title: How Levels of Interest Influence Heterosexual College Students' 
Sexual Decision-Making Regarding Hooking Up 
 
Review Type:  EXEMPT  EXPEDITED  FULL IRB 
 
Approved Project Period: Start Date: 01/09/2014  Expiration Date:  01/08/2015 
 
Your protocol has been approved by the IRB.  Protocols are approved for a maximum period of 
one year.  If you wish to continue the project past the approved project period (see above), you 
must submit a request, using the form Continuing Review for IRB Approved Projects, prior to the 
expiration date.  This form is available from the IRB Coordinator or on the Research Compliance 
website (http://vpred.uark.edu/210.php).  As a courtesy, you will be sent a reminder two months 
in advance of that date.  However, failure to receive a reminder does not negate your obligation 
to make the request in sufficient time for review and approval.  Federal regulations prohibit 
retroactive approval of continuation. Failure to receive approval to continue the project prior to 
the expiration date will result in Termination of the protocol approval.  The IRB Coordinator can 
give you guidance on submission times. 
This protocol has been approved for 1,000 participants. If you wish to make any 
modifications in the approved protocol, including enrolling more than this number, you must 
seek approval prior to implementing those changes.   All modifications should be requested in 
writing (email is acceptable) and must provide sufficient detail to assess the impact of the 
change. 
If you have questions or need any assistance from the IRB, please contact me at 210 








TO: Mary Hunt 
 Kristen Jozkowski 
 
FROM: Ro Windwalker 
 IRB Coordinator 
 
RE: PROJECT MODIFICATION 
 
IRB Protocol #: 13-12-363 
 
Protocol Title: How Levels of Interest Influence Heterosexual College Students' 
Sexual Decision-Making Regarding Hooking Up 
 
Review Type:  EXEMPT  EXPEDITED  FULL IRB 
 
Approved Project Period: Start Date:  01/29/2014  Expiration Date:  01/08/2015  
 
Your request to modify the referenced protocol has been approved by the IRB.  This protocol is 
currently approved for 1,000 total participants. If you wish to make any further modifications 
in the approved protocol, including enrolling more than this number, you must seek approval 
prior to implementing those changes.   All modifications should be requested in writing (email is 
acceptable) and must provide sufficient detail to assess the impact of the change. 
Please note that this approval does not extend the Approved Project Period.  Should you wish to 
extend your project beyond the current expiration date, you must submit a request for 
continuation using the UAF IRB form “Continuing Revi w for IRB Approved Projects.”  The 
request should be sent to the IRB Coordinator, 210 Administration.   
For protocols requiring FULL IRB review, please submit your request at least one month prior to 
the current expiration date. (High-risk protocols may require even more time for approval.)  For 
protocols requiring an EXPEDITED or EXEMPT review, submit your request at least two weeks 
prior to the current expiration date.  Failure to obtain approval for a continuation on or prior to 
the currently approved expiration date will result in ermination of the protocol and you will be 
required to submit a new protocol to the IRB before continuing the project.  Data collected past 
the protocol expiration date may need to be eliminated from the dataset should you wish to 
publish.  Only data collected under a currently approved protocol can be certified by the IRB for 
any purpose.    
If you have questions or need any assistance from the IRB, please contact me at 210 











Welcome to the Study! 
Thank you for clicking through to our survey!    
Before deciding whether or not to participate, please read more about the nature of this study.  
 
If I Decide to Participate, What Will be Expected of Me?       
This study is open to anyone over the age of 18. Those who decide to participate in this study 
will be asked to complete an online survey about sexual decision-making. 
 
In just a moment, we will ask you to read a study consent form.  If after reading this consent 
form you agree to participate in the study, you will be asked to click through to the survey. This 
survey should take between 20 and 25 minutes to complete. All information collected will be 






INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT 
Mary E. Hunt BS, Kristen N. Jozkowski PhD, University of Arkansas 
 
The Department of Health, Human Performance and Recreation at the University of Arkansas, 
support the practice of protection for human subjects participating in research. The following 
information is provided for you to decide whether you wish to participate in the present study. 
You should be aware that participation is completely voluntary and that even if you agree to 
participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without penalty. Your relationship with the 
investigators will not be affected in any way if you refuse to participate. 
 
We are conducting this study to better understand college students’ sexual decision-making. This 
will entail your completion of an online questionnaire. The questionnaire is expected to take 
approximately 20-25 minutes to complete. If you participate in this study you will be one of 
approximately 1000 individuals participating in the study. You must be at least 18 years old to 
participate. 
 
This survey includes questions about factors that influence college students’ sexual decision-
making. Some questions may be upsetting or cause embarrassment. If you do not wish to answer 
a specific question, you may leave it blank. If at any time you do not wish to continue with this 
survey, you can exit the study website. 
  
Some study participants may benefit from completing he survey by receiving extra credit from 
their instructors. For those who may not receive extra credit or may not benefit directly from 
participating in the study, we believe that the information obtained from this study will help us 
gain a better understanding of sexual decision-making, which may help public health and 
education professionals to better design educational programs and research projects in these 
areas. 
  
All efforts will be made to keep your personal information confidential to the extent allowed by 
law and University policy. We cannot guarantee absolute confidentiality. Any personal 
information you provide may be disclosed if required by law. Your identity will be held in 
confidence in reports in which the study may be published.  
    
Your participation is solicited, although strictly voluntary. If you would like additional 
information concerning this study before or after i is completed, please feel free to contact us by 
phone or mail. At the conclusion of the study, you will have the right to request feedback about 
the results. You may contact us by email or phone. 
 
Completion of the survey indicates your willingness to participate in this project and that you are 
over the age of eighteen. If you have any additional questions about your rights as a research 
participant, you may contact either of the following: 
 








Ro Windwalker, CIP 
Institutional Review Board Coordinator 
Research Compliance 
University of Arkansas 
210 Administration Building 





Mary E. Hunt, BS, Principal Researcher 
Department of Health, Human Performance and Recreation 
University of Arkansas 




Kristen N. Jozkowski, PhD, Faculty Advisor 
Department of Health, Human Performance and Recreation 
University of Arkansas 












   
2. What is your age in years?  
 
3. How would you describe your race/ethnicity? 
a. White, non-Hispanic 
b. Black or African American 
c. Latino or Hispanic 
d. Asian or Asian American 
e. Middle Eastern or Middle Eastern American 
f. Native American or American Indian 
g. Bi- or Multi-racial 
 





e. Another orientation. Please describe____________________ 
 
5. How would you describe your current relationship status? 
a. Single and not dating 
b. Single, but casually seeing/ hanging out with one or several people 




g. Another relationship status. Please describe___________ 
 
6. How would you describe your current sexual relationships status? 
a. In an exclusive/monogamous sexual relationship (that is, we only have sex with 
each other) 
b. In a non-exclusive/non-monogamous sexual relationship (t at is, you have a 
primary partner and one or both of you have sex with other partners) 





d. Not engaging in sexual activity right now 
 
7. The next set of questions refers to the types of sexual behaviors you have engaged in. 
Please check the box that refers to the most recent time you engaged in the following 
sexual behavior(s). If you have never engaged in this behavior, you can select 
"never." 







1. I kissed/made out with another 
person 
     
2. I masturbated alone (stimulated 
your body for sexual pleasure 
whether or not you had an orgasm) 
     
3. I touched my partner’s genitals      
My partner touched my genitals      
4. I gave my partner oral sex      
5. My partner gave me oral sex      
6. I had vaginal intercourse (penis 
into vagina) 
     
7. My partner put their penis in my 
anus 
     
8. I put my penis into my partner’s 
anus 
**If you are female, please write 
“NA” on the line 
     
9. While in an exclusive 
relationship, I had sex with 
someone other than my partner 
     
10. I consented/agreed to sexual 
activity even though I really didn’t 
want it 
     
 









e. Super senior (5 or more years) 




9. Are you a member of a Greek organization (i.e. sorority, fraternity)? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
c. I used to be a member of a Greek organization, but I no longer am 
d. I plan to join a Greek organization 
 
10. How would you describe the area where you spent mosof your childhood? 
a. Rural (small towns or cities isolated from larger areas or farming communities) 
b. Suburban (community near a bigger city, often part of a metropolitan region) 
c. Urban (big city – i.e., Austin, Little Rock, Memphis, Tulsa) 
d. Megalopolis (extra-large city with an especially diverse population – i.e., New 
York City, Chicago, Los Angeles) 
 
11. How often do you attend religious services? 
a. Once a week or more 
b. 2-3 times per month 
c. Once a month 
d. A few times per year 
e. Never  
  
12. How important is religion to you personally? 
a. Very important 
b. Somewhat important  
c. Neither important nor unimportant 
d. Not really important 






13. We would like to ask you a series of questions about your experiences before you 
came to college and your experiences during college.  Please read each question and 
place a check under the appropriate column if you have had the experience.  With 
some questions you may be placing a check in both columns, either column or just 
one column. If these behaviors have never happened to you, then please check the 
box labeled “never.” 





1. experienced sexual behavior that you did not consent or 
agree to because you were incapable of giving consent or 
resisting due to using drugs, alcohol or other substances 
   
2. engaged in sexual behavior that another person did not 
consent or agree to because th y were incapable of giving 
consent or resisting due to using drugs, alcohol or ther 
substances 
   
3. experienced sexual behavior that you did not consent or 
agree to because the other person used physical fore or 
somehow made you afraid to say no 
   
4. engaged in sexual behavior that another person did not 
consent or agree to because the you used physical for e or 
somehow made them afraid to say no 
   
5. experienced sexual behavior that you did not consent or 
agree to because your refusals were ignored 
   
6. engaged in sexual behavior that another person did not 
consent or agree to because th ir refusals were ignored 
   
7. experienced sexual behavior that you did not consent or 
agree to because you realized that refusing was useless  
   
8. engaged in sexual behavior that another person did not 
consent or agree to because th y realized that refusing was 
useless  
   
 
9. Have you ever been raped? 
a. yes 
b. no 





14. With how many different partners have you had sex within the past 12 months? 
a. 0  
b. 1  
c. 2-3 
d. 4-7  
e. 8 or more  
 
15. With how many different partners have you had sexual intercourse on one and only one 
occasion? 
a. 0  
b. 1  
c. 2-3  
d. 4-7  
e. 8 or more  
 
16. With how many different partners have you had sexual intercourse without having an 
interest in a long-term committed relationship with this person? 
a. 0  
b. 1  
c. 2-3  
d. 4-7  
e. 8 or more  
 
17. Sex without love is OK. 




e. 5- Totally agree 
 
18. I can imagine myself being comfortable and enjoying "casual" sex with different 
partners. 











19. I do not want to have sex with a person until I am sure that we will have a long-term, 
serious relationship. 




e. 5- Totally agree 
 
20. How often do you have fantasies about having sex with someone you are not in a 
committed romantic relationship with? 
a. 1 – never 
b. 2 – very seldom 
c. 3 – about once a month 
d. 4 – about once a week 
e. 5 – nearly every day 
 
21. How often do you experience sexual arousal when you are in contact with someone 
you are not in a committed romantic relationship with? 
a. 1 – never 
b. 2 – very seldom 
c. 3 – about once a month 
d. 4 – about once a week 
e. 5 – nearly every day 
 
22. In everyday life, how often do you have spontaneous fantasies about having sex with 
someone you have just met? 
a. 1 – never 
b. 2 – very seldom 
c. 3 – about once a month 
d. 4 – about once a week 







The next section is going to ask you to reflect on specific sexual situations. If you have 
experienced a similar situation, please reflect on what you did during this experience. If 
you have not experienced a similar situation, please reflect on what you think you would 







Please think about some of the things that have influenced how you have made sexual 
decisions. If you have experienced a similar situation, please reflect on what you did during 
this experience. If you have not experienced a similar situation, please reflect on what you 
think you would do. 
 
23. Think back to a situation in the past where the opportunity for sex presented itself for the 
first time with someone you had not previously had sex with and you decided to have 
sex with them.  
a. What characteristics about that person (e.g. their relationship to you, physical 





b. What characteristics about the situation/location/ctext (e.g. where you were, 
who you were with, what you were doing, etc.) influenced your decision to have 





c. Did you or your partner consume alcohol? If “yes,” who consumed it and in what 





d. Were there any personal factors (e.g. past experience, attitudes toward sex, 







I reflected on: 
e. What I actually did in a situation like this 





Please think about some of the things that have influenced how you have made sexual 
decisions. If you have experienced a similar situation, please reflect on what you did during 
this experience. If you have not experienced a similar situation, please reflect on what you 
think you would do. 
 
24. Think back to a situation in the past where the opportunity for sex presented itself for the 
first time with someone you had not previously had sex with and you decided NOT to 
have sex with them. 
a. What characteristics about that person (e.g. their relationship to you, physical 







b. What characteristics about the situation/location/ctext (e.g. where you were, 
who you were with, what you were doing, etc.) influenced your decision NOT to 





c. Did you or your partner consume alcohol? If “yes,” who consumed it and in what 






d. Were there any personal factors (e.g. past experience, attitudes toward sex, 




I reflected on: 
e. What I actually did in a situation like this 





The final section is going to ask you to reflect on how your romantic feelings for the 
person you may engage in sexual activity with influence your decisions about engaging in a 
range of sexual behaviors. If you have never engaged in the behavior the question is 
referring to, please respond by reflecting about what you think would be influential factors 
for you if you were going to engage in the behavior. Please be as explicit as possible. There 






Please think about how romantic your feelings for the person you may engage in sexual 
activity with influence your decision to perform oral sex. If you have never performed oral 
sex, reflect about what you think would influence your decision to engage in this behavior. 
 
25. Does your level of romantic feelings for the person y u are engaging in sexual activity 
with influence your decision to perform oral sex on this person outside of a defined, 
exclusive relationship (i.e., during a hookup)?  
a. Yes 
b. No 
26. If yes, in what ways does level of romantic feelings influence your decision?; If no, what 










Please think about how romantic your feelings for the person you may engage in sexual 
activity with influence your decision to receive oral sex. If you have never received oral sex, 
reflect about what you think would influence your decision to engage in this behavior. 
 
27. Does your level of romantic feelings for the person y u are engaging in sexual activity 
with influence your decision to receive oral sex from this person outside of a defined, 
exclusive relationship (i.e., during a hookup)?  
a. Yes 
b. No 
28. If yes, in what ways does level of romantic feelings influence your decision?; If no, what 






Please think about how romantic your feelings for the person you may engage in sexual 
activity with influence your decision to have vaginal-penile intercourse. If you have never 
had vaginal-penile intercourse, reflect about what you think would influence your decision 
to engage in this behavior. 
 
29. Does your level of romantic feelings for the person y u are engaging in sexual activity 
with influence your decision to have vaginal-penile intercourse with this person outside 
of a defined, exclusive relationship (i.e., during a hookup)?  
a. Yes 
b. No 
30. If yes, in what ways does level of romantic feelings influence your decision?; If no, what 









Please think about how romantic your feelings for the person you may engage in sexual 
activity with influence your decision to have anal intercourse. If you have never had anal 
intercourse, reflect about what you think would influence your decision to engage in this 
behavior. 
 
31. Does your level of romantic feelings for the person y u are engaging in sexual activity 
with influence your decision to have anal intercourse with this person outside of a 
defined, exclusive relationship (i.e., during a hookup)?  
a. Yes 
b. No 
32. If yes, in what ways does level of romantic feelings influence your decision?; If no, what 








33. If you would be interested in participating in an interview in the future about 
decision-making in sexual experiences for monetary compensation, please fill out your 





(The unique number is for record purposes while stil keeping your responses confidential. In the 
space below, please list your birth month, day of birth, and hometown zip code. For example, if 
you were born in October, on the 12th day, and your hometown was Manhattan, KS (66503), 
your unique number would be 101266503). 
  
______________________ 








Chapter 4: Qualitative Coding Manual 
General Codes 1A. What characteristics about that person (e.g. their relationship to you, physical 
traits, personality traits, etc.) influenced your decision to have sex with them? 
Category Description Examples 
1. Physical 
Characteristics 
This code would be anything 
that mentions general 
appearance, or preferences for 
body or physical traits. 







2. Relationships This code would be anything 
that mentions the nature of the 
relationship, potential of a 
future relationship, or the 
amount of time known. 




Chance of long-term relationship 
Knew them but not well 
Just met her 
3. Feelings This code would be anything 
that mentions how they make 
you feel, how they feel about 
you, or mutual feelings. 
Cared about them 
Felt comfortable with them 
Make me feel wanted 
Expressed clear interest in me 
Really good connection 
We are in love 
4. Personality 
Characteristics 
This code would be anything 
that mentions personality in 






Fun to be around 
Respectful 
A little sarcastic 
5. Skills or 
Behaviors that 
Turned Me On 
This code would be anything 
that mentions skills, behaviors, 
or accomplishments of the 
person. 
Easy to talk to 





6. Other This code would be anything 
that doesn’t fit in the other 
codes. 
Seem to have a lot in common 
Alcohol 





Sex to strengthen relationship 
Single 
 
Specific Codes 1A. What characteristics about that person (e.g. their relationship to you, physical 
traits, personality traits, etc.) influenced your decision to have sex with them? 
1. Physical Characteristics Illustrative Items 
1.1 General Appearance 
-mentions general attractiveness or 







1.2 Preferences for Body as Whole  
-mentions specifications about preferred body 
type as reason to have sex 
Hot body 




1.3 Preferences for Physical Traits 
-mentions details about preferred body parts, 







2. Relationships Illustrative Items 
2.1 Nature of Our Relationship 
-explains aspects of relationship context as 
reason to have sex 
 
In a relationship with them 
Prior close friendship 
Not a stranger 
Discussed monogamy 
2.2 Potential of Future Relationship 
-thinking about a relationship in the future with 
this partner as reason to have sex 
Could see possible relationship 
Similar goals for our relationship 
See myself marrying him 
2.3 Amount of Time Known 
-knowing this person for a specified amount of 
time as a reason to have sex 
Known him for 5 years 
Know the person for a long time 
Didn’t know them for a long time 
First time meeting  
 
3. Feelings Illustrative Items 
3.1 How They Make You Feel 
-how they feel around their partner as a reason 
to have sex 
Cared about them 
Felt comfortable with them 





Made me feel secure 
3.2 How They Feel About You  
-how their partner feels about them as a reason 
to have sex 
Interest in me 
Upfront about wanting to have sex with me 
Loves me 
3.3 Mutual Feelings 
-how they and their partner feel about each 
other as a reason to have sex  
Chemistry 
Really good connection 
In love 
 
4. Personality Characteristics Illustrative Items 
4.1 Personality in General 
-describes partner’s personality in general 
terms as a reason to have sex 
Wonderful personality 
Personality traits 
Attracted to personality 
4.2 Preferences for characteristics 
-describes specific traits of partner’s 













-mentions partner having certain skills as a 
reason to have sex 
Easy to talk to 




-mentions partner engaging in certain 
behaviors as a reason to have sex 




-mentions partner’s accomplishments as a 




6. Other Illustrative Items 
6.1 Compatibility 
-mentions aspects of they and their partner’s 
compatibility as a reason to have sex 
Much in Common 
Want same things 
Participates in same college activities 
6.2 Alcohol 
-mentions they or their partner were 







6.3 Sexual Health 
-mentions aspects of sexual health as a reason 
to have sex 
Know STD status 
Certainty of no risk of pregnancy or STDs 
6.4 Use Sex to Accomplish Something 
-mentions using sex to accomplish something 
as a reason to have sex 
Sex to strengthen relationship 
Used sex to show them she liked them 
6.5 Situational 




Communicated via text 
 
General Codes 1B. What characteristics about the siuation/location/context (e.g. where you 
were, who you were with, what you were doing, etc.) influenced your decision to have sex with 
them? 
Category Description Examples 
1. Location This code would be anything that 
describes where they were when 
they made the decision. 
At home 
In my bedroom 
Lying in bed 
Hot tub 
2. Activities This code would be anything that 
mentions what they were doing 







This code would be anything that 
mentions factors of the situation 
such as a date, alcohol, privacy, etc. 
that influenced them to make the 
decision. 
After a date 
At a party 
Drinking 




4. Mood/Feelings This code would be anything that 
mentions how they felt when they 




Really stressed out 
5. Company This code would be anything that 
mentions who they were with when 
they made the decision. 
With a group of friends 
With my spouse 
Met through mutual friends 
6. Not a Factor This code would be anything that 
mentions that 
context/location/situation wasn’t a 
factor. 
Nothing in particular 






Specific Codes 1B. What characteristics about the situation/location/context (e.g. where you 
were, who you were with, what you were doing, etc.) influenced your decision to have sex with 
them? 
1. Location Illustrative Items 
1.1 Home 
-mentions being at their home or their partner’s 
home as reason to have sex 
At my boyfriend’s house 
At my apartment 
At home 
1.2 Bed or bedroom 
-mentions being in a bed or bedroom as a 
reason to have sex 
Laid in bed together 
Dorm room 
Large/luxurious bed 
1.3 Unique location 
-mentions being in a location unique to the 
situation as a reason to have sex 
Being a guest somewhere 
Hot tub 
Futon in dorm common room 
 
2. Activities Illustrative Items 
2.1 Prior intimacy 
-mentions engaging in prior intimate activities 
as a reason to have sex 
Cuddling 
Making out 
Had been flirting a lot 
2.2 Facilitated Advancement 
-mentions certain activities that potentially 
facilitated the advancement 
Hanging out 
Just watching a movie 
Having a deep conversation 
 
3. Contextual Factors Illustrative Items 
3.1 Date 
-mentions being on a date as a reason to have 
sex 
After a date 
Romantic dinner 
3.2 Alcohol or partying 
-mentions consuming alcohol or partying as a 
reason to have sex 
At a party 
After the bars 
Drinking 
3.3 Privacy 
-mentions having privacy as a reason to have 
sex 
Alone 
Roommate gone for the weekend 
In a private home 
3.4 Characteristics that set the mood 
-mentions characteristics about the context that 




3.5 Why opportunity was seized 
-mentions contextual factors as to why the 
opportunity to have sex was seized 
Available 
Both single 
Availability of condoms 
3.6 Unique to situation 
-mentions contextual factors that are unique to 









4. Mood/Feelings Illustrative Items 
4.1 Comfortable/Safe 
-mentions feeling comfortable or safe as a 
reason to have sex 
Comfortable 
Safe environment 
4.2 Positive feelings 
-mentions positive feelings as a reason to have 
sex 
Amped up after sporting event 
We both wanted to 
Having fun 
4.3 Negative feelings 





4.4 Unique to situation 
-mentions feelings unique to the situation as a 
reason to have sex 
Desire to experiment 
Sexual tension 
Both had bad break ups 
 
5. Company Illustrative Items 
5.1 Friends 
-mentions being with friends as a reason to 
have sex 
With a group of friends 
With best friends 
5.2 Relationship with partner 
-explains aspects of the relationship with the 
partner as a reason to have sex 
With my spouse 
Boyfriend for 6 months 
Live together 
 
6. Not a Factor Illustrative Items 
6.1 Not a factor 
-context, location, or situation are not a factor 
in decision to have sex 
Nothing in particular 
6.2 I don’t know 
-they don’t know whether context, location, or 
situation are a factor in decision to have sex 
I don’t know 
 
General Codes 1C. Did you or your partner consume alcohol? If “yes,” who consumed it and in 
what ways did the alcohol impact or influence your decision to have sex with them? 
GENERAL CONSUMPTION CODE 
Category Description Examples 
1. No Consumption This is code indicates that neither 
the participant nor their partner 
consumed alcohol. 
No 
Neither of us 





2. Yes Consumption This code indicates that the 




Yes I did 
Yes he more heavily than I 
 
GENERAL CONSUMPTION EFFECT CODE 
Category Description Examples 
1. Consumption/Intoxicatio
n Was the Reason I Did 
It 
This code indicates that they 
had sex because of the 
consumption of alcohol. 
Probably wouldn’t have done it 
if I were sober 
Influenced decision but not 
consent 
2. Lack of 
Consumption/Intoxicatio
n Was the Reason I Did 
It 
This code indicates that they 
had sex because they or 
their partner were not 
consuming alcohol. 
Would not want to have 
consumed alcohol during this 
situation 
Wouldn’t have had sex had 
either one of us been drinking 
3. Lowered Inhibitions This code indicates that they 
had sex because alcohol 
lessened their feelings that 
make them self-conscious. 
Lowered our inhibitions 
Loosened up 
Lowered my barriers 
More willing to take risks 
 
4. Social Lubricant This code indicates that they 
sex because alcohol made 
them feel more comfortable 
in social situations. 
More willing to have open 
conversations and flirt 
Getting to know the person 
Makes situation easier and less 
awkward 
5. As an Excuse to Have 
Sex 
This code indicates that they 
had sex because alcohol 
served as an excuse to want 
or to act on sex. 
Felt like I could have sex 
without regrets 
Caused me to think only in the 
short-term 
Made me make poor choices 
6. Did Not Affect Decision This code indicates that they 
had made the decision to 
have sex with this person 
regardless of alcohol. 
Alcohol didn’t make the 
decision 
It would have happened 
anyway 
The decision had already been 
made 
 
Specific Codes 1C. Did you or your partner consume alcohol? If “yes,” who consumed it and in 





SPECIFIC CONSUMPTION CODE 
2.Yes Consumption Illustrative Items 
2.1 General Yes 
-mentions alcohol was consumed but does not 
specify who consumed it as a reason to have sex 
Yes 
Yes involved 
2.2 Both Consumed 
-mentions both they and their partner consumed 
alcohol (but do not specify how much) as a reason 
to have sex 
Yes we both consumed some 
Both consumed 
Both of us drinking socially 
2.3 I Consumed (More) 
-mentions they consumed alcohol (either they were 
the only one or they consumed more than their 
partner) as a reason to have sex 
Yes I did 
Me not the other person 
Yes I was pretty drunk 
2.4 They Consumed (More) 
-mentions their partner consumed alcohol (either 
their partner was the only one or they consumed 
more than the participant) as a reason to have sex 
Yes he did 
Yes he more heavily than I 
2.5 Specified Not Heavily Intoxicated 
-mentions there was consumption but not enough 
to heavily intoxicate them (i.e., not drunk) as a 
reason to have sex 
Yes but we were not intoxicated 
Both a little tipsy but not blacked out 
Yes but only one serving 
2.6 Heavy Intoxication Specified 
-mentions they consumed enough to become 
intoxicated or heavily intoxicated as a reason to 
have sex 
Both parties were sufficiently intoxicated 
We both blacked out 
Yes a good amount before consenting 
2.7 Speculation About Imagined Situation 
-mentions the amount of consumption they 
imagine would have taken place in that situation 
Probably both would have to for me 
I would assume alcohol would be involved 
 
General Codes 1D. Were there any personal factors (e.g. past experience, attitudes toward sex, 
personality traits, ideology, etc.) that influenced your decision to have sex with them? 
Category Description Examples 
1. Past Experiences This code indicates they had sex 
due to past experience with that 
person or with other relationships. 
Past experience 
Just got out of a long 
relationship 
We had a physical past 
2. Beliefs/Attitudes 
about Sex 
This code indicates they had sex 
because of beliefs or attitudes 
toward sex in general or toward 
casual sex. 
Sex is personal 
Attitudes toward sex 
Wait until we’re married 
Casual sex didn’t bother me 
3. Ideology of Self This code indicates they had sex 







ideology or how they were raised. Grew up in a small farming 
town 
4. Expectations of 
Partner 
This code indicates they had sex 
because their partner made them 
feel a certain way or had 
characteristics you expected them 
to have. 
Felt comfortable with him 
Had the same attitude towards 
sex as me 
Trust in partner 
He was attractive 
5. Situational 
Factors 
This code indicates they had sex 
because of factors in the situation 
such as alcohol/drugs or reasons 
that were unique to the situation or 
opportunity. 
I was extremely drunk that night 
Media 
Going through a dry spell 
6. Situations 
Feelings 
This code indicates they had sex 
because of negative or positive 
feelings or unique to the situation. 





This code indicates they had sex 
because of their relationship with 
the person, potential of a future 
relationship, or how well they 
knew or connected. 
Very serious relationship 
We were good friends 
Seeing a future with them 
Connected closely enough to 




This code indicates in general that 
there were personal factors, there 
were not personal factors, or there 
could have been personal factors 






Specific Codes 1D. Were there any personal factors (e.g. past experience, attitudes toward sex, 
personality traits, ideology, etc.) that influenced your decision to have sex with them? 
1. Past Experience Illustrative Items 
1.1 Past experience in general 
-mentions past experience without specifying 
anything as a reason they had sex 
Past experience 
1.2 Past experiences with other relationships 
-mentions learning from or getting over past 
experiences with other people as a reason they 
had sex 
Just got out of a long-term relationship 
Trying to get over an ex 
I really wanted the last person I had sex with to 
not be my ex 
1.3 Past experience with that person 
-mentions past experiences with that person a 
reason they had sex 
Past experience of casual flirting/playing 
We had a physical past 
1.4 Negative sexual experience in past 
-mentions negative sexual experiences in the 
past as an influence or factor in the decision to 
Sexually abused as a child 
Was in a sexually manipulative relationship 





have sex delayed making this decision 
 
2. Beliefs/Attitudes about Sex Illustrative Items 
2.1 Beliefs about sex 
-mentions their beliefs about sex being taken 
into account in the decision to have sex 
Sex is personal 
Sex should not just be sex 
There is a lot of giving and taking during sex 
2.2 Attitudes toward sex in general 
-mentions their attitudes toward sex in general 
being taken into account in the decision to have 
sex 
Attitudes toward sex 
As long as you’re safe there’s nothing wrong 
with it 
Feel okay about your decisions 
2.3 Attitudes toward casual sex 
-mentions their attitudes toward casual sex 
being taken into account in the decision to have 
sex 
Casual sex didn’t bother me 
Had recently become okay with the idea of 
having casual sex 
2.4 Attitudes toward virginity 
-mentions their attitudes toward virginity 
toward casual sex being taken into account in 
the decision to have sex 
He was not the first person I had had sex with 
Had had sex before so I wasn’t scared of it 
Don’t want my wife to have had sex so it’s 
only fair that I don’t have sex either 
 
3. Ideology of Self Illustrative Items 
3.1 Beliefs/Ideology 
-mentions their beliefs or ideology as being 




3.2 Self affected by how you were raised 
-mentions conditions of how they were raised 
as being factors in the decision to have sex 
Having an alcoholic father 
Grew up in a small farming town 
 
4. Expectations of Partner Illustrative Items 
4.1 How you expect them to make you feel 
-mentions how they expect their partner to 
make them feel in the situation or with sex as a 
reason to have sex 
Wanting to feel wanted by the guy 
Felt comfortable with him 
I thought I loved him 
 
4.2 Characteristics you expect them to have 
-mentions their partner having characteristics 
they expect their partner to have as a reason to 
have sex 
Personality traits 
Had the same attitude towards sex as me 
Very kind to me 
 
5. Situational Factors Illustrative Items 





-mentions alcohol or drug consumption as a 
reason to have sex 
drinks/shots 
I was extremely drunk that night 
5.2 Unique to situation 
-mentions factors unique to the situation as a 
reason to have sex 
Age 
Media 
Virginity being taken 
5.3 Reasons to seize opportunity 
-mentions factors that specifically cater to 
seizing sex as an opportunity  
I was on birth control and we used a condom 
Going through a dry spell 
Seemed like a perfect moment 
 
6. Situational Feelings Illustrative Items 
6.1 Positive feelings 
-mentions positive feelings in the situation as a 
reason to have sex 
Horny 
Wanted to make him happy 
Both wanted to for a long time 
6.2 Negative feelings 
-mentions negative feelings in the situation as a 
reason to have sex 
Awkward because we were such good friends 
Low self-esteem 
Afraid of having sex 
6.3 Feelings unique to situation 
-mentions feelings unique to the situation as a 
reason to have sex 
Very open to new experiences 
Wanted to get it over with 
Curious to see what it was like 
  
7. Relationship With Partner Illustrative Items 
7.1 Relationship with them 
-mentions relationship partner as a reason to 
have sex 
Loving commitment 
Started a friends with benefits situation 
We were good friends 
7.2 See future relationship 
-mentions the potential of a future relationship 
as a reason to have sex 
Had intentions of becoming “official” soon 
Seeing a future with them 
7.3 Knew/connected with partner 
-mentions how well they knew or connected 
with partner as a reason to have sex 
Number of years I have known that person 
Had gotten to know each other 
Had already connected on a personal level 
 
8. Personal Characteristics as a Factor Illustrative Items 
8.1 Yes 
-mentions personal characteristics as a factor 
for having sex but does not specify 
Yes 
8.2 No 
- mentions personal characteristics not being a 











a factor for having sex but does not specify 
 
General Codes 2A. What characteristics about that person (e.g. their relationship to you, physical 
traits, personality traits, etc.) influenced your decision NOT to have sex with them? 
Category Description Examples 
1. Physical 
Characteristics 
This code would be anything that 
mentions general appearance, or 
failure to meet preferences for 
body, physical traits, or hygiene. 
Unattractive 
Too skinny 
Shorter than me 




2. Relationships This code would be anything that 
mentions the nature of the 
relationship, lack of potential of a 
future relationship, or the amount 
of time known. 
Just saw them as a friend 
Not dating 
Was not married to me 
Didn’t know them well 
Didn’t see us going anywhere 
Wanted to be in a relationship 
with them 
Just met 
3. Feelings This code would be anything that 
mentions how they make them 
feel or how they feel about you. 
Made me uncomfortable 
Knew it would end up badly 
Not interested 
Did not love them 
They only wanted sex 
4. Personality 
Characteristics 
This code would be anything that 
mentions personality in general or 









5. Skills (or Lack 
Thereof) or 
Behaviors that 
Turned Me Off 
This code would be anything that 
mentions lack of skills or 
behaviors of the person. 
Awkwardness of conversation 
Trying to have sex with me 
I saw him puke 
Hit on my friends first 
Lied 




This code would be anything that 
mentions personal characteristics 
were not influential or positive 
traits that made it hard to say no. 
Personal traits not influential 
Seemed nice 
Nothing physically I did not like 
Thought something could 





7. Other This code would be anything that 
doesn’t fit in the other codes. 
Nothing in common 
Drunkenness 
Not sure of his health status 
Previously dated a sorority sister 
They are a player 
 
Specific Codes 2A. What characteristics about that person (e.g. their relationship to you, physical 
traits, personality traits, etc.) influenced your decision NOT to have sex with them? 
1. Physical Characteristics Illustrative Items 
1.1 General Appearance 
-mentions general attractiveness or 
characteristics about appearance as reason 




1.2 Failure to meet preferences for body as 
whole 
 -mentions failure to meet specifications about 




Shorter than me 
1.3 Failure to meet preferences for physical 
traits 
-mentions details about preferred body parts, 
coloring, or appearance as reason NOT to have 
sex 
Thin lips 
Girls with really short hair 
Really hairy chest 
 
2. Relationships Illustrative Items 
2.1 Nature of Our Relationship 
-explains aspects of relationship context as 
reason NOT to have sex 
 
Just a good friend 
Knew sex would change our relationship 
Not in a relationship with them 
Wanted to be in a relationship with them 
Did not know them well 
2.2 Lack of potential of future relationship 
-they or their partner not wanting a relationship 
in the future with this partner as reason NOT to 
have sex 
Didn’t see us going anywhere 
He did not want a relationship 
Thought he might want a relationship if I had 
sex 
2.3 Amount of Time Known 
-knowing this person for a specified amount of 
time as a reason NOT to have sex 
Just met 
Had only known each other for a very short 
time  
 
3. Feelings Illustrative Items 
3.1 How They Make You Feel 
-how they feel around their partner as a reason 
Made me feel uncomfortable 





NOT to have sex Knew I would regret it later 
Wasn’t in love with them 
3.2 How They Feel About You  
-how their partner feels about them as a reason 
NOT to have sex 
Only wanted sex 
She didn’t want to go all the way 
He didn’t see that attracted to me 
 
4. Personality Characteristics Illustrative Items 
4.1 Personality in General 
-describes partner’s personality in general 




4.2 Failure to meet preferences for 
characteristics 
-describes specific traits of partner’s 






5. Skills (or lack thereof) or Behaviors 
That Turned Me Off 
Illustrative Items 
5.1 Lack of skills 
-mentions partner lacking certain skills as a 
reason NOT to have sex 
Awkwardness of conversations 
Didn’t communicate with me what was going 
on 
5.2 Behaviors 
-mentions partner engaging in certain 
behaviors as a reason NOT to have sex 
Woke me up and tried to have sex with me 
Said I love you after a few days of knowing 
them 
Hit on my friends first 
 
6. Decision was not influenced by 
Personal Characteristics 
Illustrative Items 
6.1 Not Influential 
-mentions personal characteristics were not 
reason to NOT have sex 
Didn’t have anything to do with that person 
Personal traits not influential 
6.2 Positive traits that made it hard to say no 
-mentions positive traits about partner that 
made it hard to decide NOT to have sex 
Kindness 
Nothing physically I didn’t like 
Seemed funny 
 
7. Other Illustrative Items 
7.1 Compatibility 
-mentions aspects of they and their partner’s 
lack of compatibility as a reason NOT to have 
sex 
Nothing in common 





7.2 Alcohol or drugs 
-mentions they or their partner were 
intoxicated as a reason NOT to have sex 
Both drunk 
Not in the right state of mind 
Drug addict 
7.3 Sexual Health 
-mentions aspects of sexual health as a reason 
NOT to have sex 
Not sure if they were tested for diseases 
Hadn’t spoken about other partners 
7.4 Past Experience (Mine or Theirs) 
-mentions their or their partner’s previous 
experiences as a reason NOT to have sex 
Previously dated a sorority sister 
She was my friend’s girlfriend 
They are a player 
They were a virgin 
7.5 Situational 





General Codes 2B. What characteristics about the siuation/location/context (e.g. where you 
were, who you were with, what you were doing, etc.) influenced your decision NOT to have sex 
with them? 
Category Description Examples 
1. Location This code would be anything that 
describes where they were when 
they made the decision. 
Alone in his room 
Lack of a place 
At my cousin’s house 
At the mall 
2. Activities This code would be anything that 
mentions what they were doing 
when they made the decision. 
He made a move 
Grabbing me or my body parts 
Watching a movie 
Hanging out as friends 
3. Contextual 
Factors 
This code would be anything that 
mentions factors of the situation 
such as alcohol, privacy, etc. that 
influenced them to make the 
decision. 
Just trying to smoke and chill 
out 
We were drunk 
At a party 
No privacy 
Smells bad 
Had to get up in the morning 
Wasn’t a date 
4. Mood/Feelings This code would be anything that 
mentions how they felt when they 
made the decision. 
I felt uncomfortable 
Inappropriate 
Did not trust the person 
Felt unnatural 
5. Company This code would be anything that 
mentions who they were with 
when they made the decision. 
Didn’t want to ditch my 
friends 
Wasn’t with my close friends 





We’re not married 
6. Not a Factor This code would be anything that 
mentions that 
context/location/situation wasn’t a 
factor. 
Not the situation 
None- I just didn’t like the guy 
I’m not sure 
 
 
Specific Codes 2B. What characteristics about the situation/location/context (e.g. where you 
were, who you were with, what you were doing, etc.) influenced your decision NOT to have sex 
with them? 
1. Location Illustrative Items 
1.1 Their house or bedroom 
-mentions being in the home or bedroom of 
their partner as reason NOT to have sex 
Alone in his room 
At his house 
In his dorm room 
1.2 Location did not facilitate 
-mentions being in a location that did not 
facilitate advancement 
Lack of a place 
Cheap motel rooms are kind of skanky 
At my cousin’s house 
 
2. Activities Illustrative Items 
2.1 Partner’s actions turned me off 
-mentions partner engaging in a behavior as a 
reason NOT to have sex 
He made a move 
Tried to take off my pants 
Grabbing me or my body parts 
2.2 Advancement not facilitated 
-mentions certain activities that did not 
facilitate advancement 
Watching a movie 
Not engaging in activity that naturally leads to 
sex 
Hanging out as friends 
 
3. Contextual Factors Illustrative Items 
3.1 Alcohol or partying 
-mentions consuming alcohol or partying as a 
reason NOT to have sex 
We were drunk 
No alcohol or drugs 
At a club 
3.2 Lack of privacy 
-mentions lack of privacy as a reason NOT to 
have sex 
No privacy 
His roommate could come in at any time 
Public place 
3.3 Characteristics that ruined the mood 
-mentions characteristics about the context that 
ruined the mood as a reason NOT to have sex 
Animals or bugs near 
Smells bad 
Time of day 
3.4 Why opportunity was not seized 
-mentions contextual factors as to why the 
opportunity to have sex was NOT seized 
No condom available 
Mood wasn’t right 
Had to get up early in the morning 





-mentions contextual factors that are unique to 
the situation as a reason NOT to have sex 
Being a naïve freshman 
Just gotten out of a long relationship 
 
4. Mood/Feelings Illustrative Items 
4.1 Not comfortable/Safe 
-mentions not feeling comfortable or safe as a 
reason NOT to have sex 
Felt uncomfortable 
Unfamiliar with environment 
Out of place and awkward 
4.2 Negative feelings 
-mentions negative feelings as a reason NOT to 
have sex 
Felt unnatural 
Did not trust the person 
Stressed out 
 
5. Company Illustrative Items 
5.1 Friends/Family 
-mentions being with friends/family or not 
being with friends as a reason NOT to have sex 
Didn’t want to ditch friends 
Wasn’t with any of my close friends 
Parents were around 
5.2 Relationship with partner 
-explains aspects of the relationship with the 
partner as a reason NOT to have sex 
Not in a committed relationship 
We’re not married 
No interest in the person 
 
6. Not a Factor Illustrative Items 
6.1 Not a factor 
-context, location, or situation are not a factor 
in decision NOT to have sex 
Always make a way to engage in sex 
Not the situation 
None- I just didn’t like the guy 
6.2 I don’t know 
-they don’t know whether context, location, or 
situation are a factor in decision NOT to have 
sex 
I’m not sure 
 
General Codes 2C. Did you or your partner consume alcohol? If “yes,” who consumed it and in 
what ways did the alcohol impact or influence your decision NOT to have sex with them? 
GENERAL CONSUMPTION CODE 
Category Description Examples 
1. No Consumption This is code indicates that 
neither the participant nor their 
partner consumed alcohol. 
No 
Neither of us 
No alcohol involved 
2. Yes Consumption This code indicates that the 









Yes we were very drunk 
 
GENERAL CONSUMPTION EFFECT CODE 
Category Description Examples 
1. Consumption/Intoxication 
Was the Reason I Didn’t 
Do It 
This code indicates that they 
didn’t have sex because of the 
consumption of alcohol. 
Might regret it 
Makes me really tired 
Neither could consent 
2. Lack of 
Consumption/Intoxication 
Was the Reason I Didn’t 
Do It 
This code indicates that they 
didn’t have sex because they 
or their partner were not 
consuming alcohol. 
I only had two shots and it 
would have taken more to 
sleep with him 
I had not consumed alcohol 
so I was turned off 
3. Partner was Too 
Intoxicated 
This code indicates that they 
didn’t have sex because they 
were turned off by how 
intoxicated their partner was. 
His drunken behavior was 
a big turn off 
Didn’t want to take 
advantage of her 
4. Did Not Affect Decision This code indicates that they 
had made the decision not to 
have sex with this person 
regardless of alcohol. 
Did not impact my 
decision 
I would have had sex with 
them anyway 
 
Specific Codes 2C. Did you or your partner consume alcohol? If “yes,” who consumed it and in 
what ways did the alcohol impact or influence your decision NOT to have sex with them? 
SPECIFIC CONSUMPTION CODE 
2.Yes Consumption Illustrative Items 
2.1 General Yes 
-mentions alcohol was consumed but does not 




2.2 Both Consumed 
-mentions both they and their partner 
consumed alcohol (but do not specify how 
much) as a reason not to have sex 
Yes both 
Both 
Both of us did 
2.3 I Consumed (More) 
-mentions they consumed alcohol (either they 
were the only one or they consumed more than 
their partner) as a reason not to have sex 
Yes I consumed alcohol 
Yes just me 
 
2.4 They Consumed (More) 
-mentions their partner consumed alcohol 
(either their partner was the only one or they 
Yes she consumed alcohol 
Yes he was more drunk than I was 





consumed more than the participant) as a 
reason not to have sex 
 
2.5 Specified Not Heavily Intoxicated 
-mentions there was consumption but not 
enough to heavily intoxicate them (i.e., not 
drunk) as a reason not to have sex 
Yes both consumed a small amount 
No or not enough to affect judgment 
2.6 Heavy Intoxication Specified 
-mentions they consumed enough to become 
intoxicated or heavily intoxicated as a reason 
not to have sex 
Yes both parties were intoxicated 
Both were drunk 
Yes both had quite a bit 
 
SPECIFIC CONSUMPTION EFFECT CODE 
1. Consumption/Intoxication was the 
reason I didn’t do it 
Illustrative Items 
1.1 Knew I would regret it 
-mentions potentially feeling regret or negative 
feelings the next day as a reason not to have 
sex 
Might regret it 
Knew I wouldn’t feel good about it the next 
day 
Knew I would wake up in the morning with 
regrets 
1.2 Don’t want to when I’m drinking 
-mentions lack of desire for sex when alcohol 
is present or negative side effects of drinking 
that deter them from sex 
Wouldn’t have sex if either one had consumed 
a lot of alcohol 
Makes me really tired and pretty uninterested 
I tend to get ill if I drink too much 
1.3 Could not make rational decisions 
-mentions not thinking clearly or lack of clear 
decisions with consumption of alcohol as a 
reason not to have sex 
Not thinking clearly 
Too drunk to consent to anything 
Could not give consent knowingly 
1.4 Intoxication made it so I could be clear 
with my refusals 
-mentions feeling more able to refuse when 
having consumed alcohol as reason not to have 
sex 
More honest under the influence 
More willing to be confident in blowing them 
off 
1.5 Made it harder to say no 
-mentions consumption of alcohol making it 
harder to say no to sex but they still make the 
decision not to have sex 
Made it harder to say no 
Definitely made me want to have sex 
 
General Codes 2D. Were there any personal factors (e.g. past experience, attitudes toward sex, 
personality traits, ideology, etc.) that influenced your decision NOT to have sex with them? 
Category Description Examples 





sex due to past experience with that 
person or with other relationships. 
Virgin 
Having my heart broken 
from a prior relationship 
2. Beliefs/Attitudes 
about Sex 
This code indicates they did not have 
sex because of beliefs or attitudes 
toward sex in general or toward casual 
sex. 
Believe sex is 
emotionally unhealthy 
and distracting 




3. Ideology of Self This code indicates they did not have 
sex because of personal beliefs or 
ideology or how they were raised. 
Morals 
Values 
I am very goal/career 
driven 
4. Expectations of 
Partner 
This code indicates they did not have 
sex because their partner made them 
feel a certain way or did not have 
characteristics they expected them to 
have. 
Hints of racism and 
sexism 
They were a jerk 
Needy/clingy 
Her attitudes were very 
off-putting 
5. Situational Factors This code indicates they did not have 
sex because of factors in the situation 
such as alcohol/drugs or reasons that 
were unique to the situation or 
opportunity. 
She was wasted 
Bullied by them for 
years 
Mutual friends think it’s 
a bad idea 
Probably just a 
particular time in my life 
6. Situational Feelings This code indicates they did not have 
sex because of negative feelings in the 
situation. 
I wasn’t ready 
Fear of contracting an 
STD 
Knew it was dangerous 
7. Relationship with 
Partner 
This code indicates they did not have 
sex because of their relationship with 
the person, lack of potential of a future 
relationship, or they were already in a 
relationship with someone else. 
Was not serious about 
him 
Did not know him well 
I was in a relationship 
with someone else 
8. Personal 
Characteristic as a 
Factor 
This code indicates in general that 
there were personal factors, there were 
not personal factors, or there could 










Specific Codes 2D. Were there any personal factors (e.g. past experience, attitudes toward 
sex, personality traits, ideology, etc.) that influenced your decision NOT to have sex with them? 
1. Past Experience Illustrative Items 
1.1 Past experience in general 
-mentions past experience without specifying 
anything as a reason they didn’t have sex 
Past experience 
Virgin 
1.2 Past experiences with other relationships 
-mentions learning from or getting over past 
experiences with other people as a reason they 
didn’t have sex 
Just got out of a long-term relationship 
Previous negative experience with similar 
situation 
Had one-night stand earlier and hated it 
1.3 Past experience with that person 
-mentions past experiences with that person a 
reason they didn’t have sex 
Past experiences with our relationship 
We dated before which made it not a good idea 
 
1.4 Negative sexual experience in past 
-mentions negative sexual experiences in the 
past as an influence or factor in the decision 
not to have sex 
Was abused as a child 
Being raped in my teens 
Had been sexually assaulted a few months 
before 
 
2. Beliefs/Attitudes about Sex Illustrative Items 
2.1 Beliefs about sex 
-mentions their beliefs about sex being taken 
into account in the decision not to have sex 
Sex is solely for reproduction 
Believe sex is very emotionally unhealthy and 
distracting 
2.2 Attitudes toward sex in general 
-mentions their attitudes toward sex in general 
being taken into account in the decision not to 
have sex 
Attitudes toward sex 
If you have sex right away it tells them you 
aren’t looking for a serious relationship 
2.3 Attitudes toward casual sex 
-mentions their attitudes toward casual sex 
being taken into account in the decision not to 
have sex 
Skeptical about casual sex 
Preferences for dating rather than hooking up 
 
3. Ideology of Self Illustrative Items 
3.1 Beliefs/Ideology 
-mentions their beliefs or ideology as being 





4. Expectations of Partner Illustrative Items 
4.1 Failure to meet how you expect them to 
make you feel 
His agenda was more concerned with getting 





-mentions how they expect their partner to 
make them feel in the situation or with sex as a 
reason not to have sex 
I want to have feelings for this person and like 
their personality 
 
4.2 Failure to meet characteristics you expect 
them to have 
-mentions their partner not having 
characteristics they expect their partner to have 
as a reason not to have sex 
Hints of racism and sexism 
They were a jerk 
They were rude and kicked me out 
 
5. Situational Factors Illustrative Items 
5.1 Alcohol/Drugs 
-mentions alcohol or drug consumption as a 
reason not to have sex 
She was wasted 
People who do hard drugs or crime are people I 
am not attracted to 
5.2 Unique to situation 
-mentions factors unique to the situation as a 
reason not to have sex 
Bullied by them for years 
Mutual friends think it’s a bad idea 
If they regret it the next day 
 
6. Situational Feelings Illustrative Items 
6.1 Negative feelings 
-mentions negative feelings in the situation as a 
reason not to have sex 
I wasn’t ready 
Just did not like the guy 
I do not like being someone’s experiment 
  
7. Relationship With Partner Illustrative Items 
7.1 Relationship with them 
-mentions relationship partner as a reason not 
to have sex 
We were not dating 
Was not serious about him 
He was a pretty decent friend 
7.2 Lack of future relationship 
-mentions the potential of a future relationship 
as a reason not to have sex 
Don’t have sex if I don’t see us being a 
relationship 
7.3 Did not know/connect with partner 
-mentions how well they knew or connected 
with partner as a reason not to have sex 
Did not know him well 
Had known them for like a week 
7.4 In a relationship with someone else 
-mentions being a relationship with someone 
else as a reason not to have sex 
Previous relationship commitment 
In a monogamous relationship with someone 
else 
 
8. Personal Characteristics as a Factor Illustrative Items 
8.1 Yes 






for not having sex but does not specify 
8.2 No 
- mentions personal characteristics not being a 
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 Both manuscripts examined aspects of college studen s’ perceptions, conceptualizations, 
and behaviors during a hookup. Manuscript One examined how college students’ perceptions of 
sexual consent during a hooking privilege men and disenfranchises women. Manuscript Two 
examined gender differences in influences of college students’ decision to engage in or refuse 
sex during a hookup. Both manuscripts provided more nuanced descriptions of college students’ 
hookup conceptualizations.   
Findings in Manuscript One included college students’ endorsement of sexual double 
standard, using sex as an exchange, and using language to describe sex as a game. Findings of 
Manuscript One, particularly the preliminary finding that men potentially treat women 
differently based on their level of romantic interest and amount of respect for their partner, 
informed the development of the instrument for Manuscript Two. Findings of Manuscript Two 
included more men considering external factors (i.e., attractiveness) and more women 
considering internal factors (i.e., personality characteristics) when deciding whether or not to act 
on the opportunity of sex being presented. Both manuscripts pointed to the prevalence of sexual 
double standard and endorsement of sexual scripts among college students. These findings 
support the need for college students to deviate from these constructs and emphasize the 
importance of and need for current-day feminism. 
  
